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ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREA- 
TION RESOURCES REVIEW COMMISSION 


MONDAY, MAY 13, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Lanps OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10: 10 a. m., in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the consideration of H. R. 3592, by Mr. Aspinall; H. R. 
3593, by Mr. Saylor; H. R. 3594, by Mr. Engle; H. R. 3595, by Mr. 
Metcalf; H. R. 3596, by Mr. Rhodes of Arizona; H. R. 4819, by my- 
self; H. R. 4822, by Mr. Porter; H. R. 5238, by Mr. Hagen; H. R. 6884 
and H. R. 7230, both by Mr. Doyle. 

This bill provides for the establishment of a National Outdoor 
Recreation Resources Review Commission to study the outdoor recrea- 
tion resources of the public lands and other land and water areas of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

Without objection, the bill will be printed in the record at this 
place, together with the report from the Department of Agriculture, 
which is favorable if the bill is amended. 

Reports have been requested from the Interior Department, TVA, 
and Defense, but they have not been received as yet. 

Mr. AsprnaLtt. Madam Chairman, I make the unanimous consent 
request that the reports of the agencies, requested but not received, 
when they are received, be placed in the record immediately following 
the Department of Agriculture report. 

Mrs. Prost. You have heard the request. Is there objection ? 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(H. R. 3594 and the Department reports follows :) 


{H. R. 3594, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL For the establishment of a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com- 
mission to study the outdoor recreation resources of the public lands and other land and 
water areas of the United States, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to preserve and develop for 
the American people to present and future generations such quality and quantity 
of outdoor recreation resources as will be necessary and desirable for individual 
enjoyment, and to assure the spiritual, cultural and physical benefits that such 
outdoor recreation provides; in order to inventory and evaluate the outdoor 
recreation resources and opportunities of the Nation, to determine the types and 
location of such resources and opportunities which will be required by present 
and future generations; and in order to make comprehensive information and 
recommendations leading to these goals available to the President, the Congress 
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and the individual States and Territories, there is hereby authorized and created 
a bipartisan Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act— 

(1) “Commission” shall mean the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com- 
mission ; 

(2) “Outdoor recreation resources” shall mean the land and water areas and 
the products of such areas of the United States, its Territories and possessions 
which provide opportunities for outdoor recreation, including but not limited to 
such pursuits as hunting, fishing, camping, hiking, skiing, mountain climbing, 
pack tripping, nature photography, scenic appreciation, boating, canoeing and 
other water activities, wherever carried out or potentially carried out, including 
but not limited to such areas as the national forests, the public domain, Indian 
reservations, wild, wilderness and primitive areas; national parks and monu- 
ments; wildlife refuge, habitat and management areas both Federal and State; 
scenic areas, the marsh and wet lands, coastal beaches, reservoir and such other 
land and water areas, irrespective of ownership, which presently provide or may 
in the future provide outdoor recreation opportunities. 

(3) “Outdoor recreation resources” shall not mean nor include recreation fa- 
cilities, programs and opportunities usually associated with urban development 
such as playgrounds, stadia, golf courses, city parks, and zoos. 

Sec. 3. (a) The Commission hereby authorized and created shall consist of 15 
members appointed as follows: 

(1) Two majority and two minority members of the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, to be appointed by the President of the 
Senate; 

(2) Two majority and two minority members of the House Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, to be appointed by the Speaker of the House; 
and 

(3) Seven citizens, known to be informed about and concerned with the 
preservation and development of outdoor recreation resources and opportu- 
nities, and experienced in resource conservation planning for multiple re- 
sources uses, who shall be appointed by the President, and one of whom 
shall be designated as chairman by the President. 

Vacancies occurring on the Commission shall not affect the authority of the re- 
maining members of the Commission to carry out the functions of the Commis- 
sion, and shall be filled in the same manner as the original positions. 

(b) The Commission members shall serve without compensation, except that 
each member shall be entitled to reimbursement for actual travel and subsistence 
expense incurred in the services of the Commission and each member appointed 
by the President shall be entitled to a per diem allowance not to exceed $50 per 
day when actually engaged in Commission business. 

(c) The Commission shall convene as soon as practicable following appoint- 
ment of its members, to implement the purposes and objectives of this Act. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Commission is authorized, without regard to the civil-service 
laws and regulations, to appoint and fix the compensation of an executive secre- 
tary and such additional personnel as may be necessary to enable it to carry out 
its functions, except that any Federal employees subject to the civil service laws 
and regulations who may be assigned to the Commission shall retain civil service 
status without interruption or loss of status or privilege. 

(b) The Commission shall establish headquarters in the District of Columbia 
and shall make such other arrangements as are necessary to carry out the pur- 
poses of this Act. 

(c) The Commission shall request each Federal agency with a direct interest 
and responsibility in any phase of outdoor recreation to appoint, and each such 
agency shall appoint, a liaison officer who shall work closely with the Commission 
and its staff. 

Sec. 5. (a) There is hereby established an advisory council which shall consist 
of the liaison officers appointed under section 4 (c), together with twenty-five 
additional members appointed by the Commission who shall be representative 
of the various major geographical areas and citizen interest groups including 
the following: State game and fish departments, State park departments, State 
forestry departments, private organizations working in the field of outdoor recre- 
ation resources and opportunities, landowners, State water pollution control 
agencies, State water development agencies, private forestry interests, commercial 
fishing interests, commercial outdoor recreation interests, industry, education, 
labor, public utilities, and municipal governments. 
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(b) The functions of the advisory council shall be to advise and counsel the 
Commission in the development of ways, means, and procedures whereby maxi- 
mum cooperation may be obtained from all agencies and groups whose assistance 
in accomplishing the purpose of the Act will be required; in arriving at sound 
methods and criteria for evaluating outdoor recreation resources data assembled 
and otherwise to advise and assist the Commission in carrying out the purposes 
of the Act. 

(c) Members of the advisory council, except those employed by the Federal 
Government and assigned to the Commission as liaison officers, shall serve without 
compensation except that each shall be entitled to reimbursement for actual travel 
and subsistence expenses incurred in attending meetings of the advisory council 
called by the Chairman of the Commission, or incurred in carrying out duties 
assigned by the Chairman of the Commission. 

(d) The Chairman of the Commission shall call an initial organization meet- 
ing of the advisory council, a meeting of such council each six months thereafter 
and a final meeting of such council prior to transmitting the final report to the 
President and the Congress. 

Sec. 6 (a) The Commission shall proceed as soon as practicable to set in motion 
a nationwide inventory and evaluation of outdoor recreation resources and op- 
portunities, directly and through the Federal agencies, the States, and private 
erganizations and groups, utilizing to the fullest extent possible such studies, 
data, and reports previously prepared or concurrently in process by Federal 
agencies, States, private organizations, groups, and others. 

{b) The Commission shall compile such data and in the light of the data so 
compiled and of information available concerning trends in population, leisure, 
transportation, and other factors shall determine the amount, kind, quality, and 
location of such outdoor recreation resources and opportunities as will be required 
by the year 1976, and the year 2000, and shall recommend what policies should 
best be adopted and what programs be initiated, at each level of government 
and by private organizations and other citizen groups and interests, to meet 
such future requirements. 

(ce) The Commission shall present not later than December 31, 1959, a report 
of its review, a compilation of its data, and its recommendations on a State by 
State, region by region, and national basis to the President and to the Congress. 
Such report, compilation, and recommendations shall be presented in such form 
as to make them of maximum value to the States and shall include recommenda- 
tions as to means whereby the review may effectively be kept current in the future. 
The Commission on request of the President or the Congress shall prepare interim 
or progress reports on particular phases of its review. 

(d) The Commission is authorized to conduct public hearings and otherwise 
to secure data and expressions of opinion. 

(e) The Commission is authorized to make direct grants to the States, from 
sums appropriated pursuant to section 8, to carry out such aspects of the review 
as the Commission may determine can best be carried out by the States, under 
such arrangements and agreements as are determined by the Commission; and 
may enter into contracts or agreements for studies and surveys with public or 
private agencies and organizations. 

Sec. 7. The Commission, in its inquiries, findings and recommendations, shall 
recognize that present and future solutions to problems of outdoor recreation 
resources and opportunities are responsibilities at all levels of government, from 
local to Federal, and of individuals and private organizations as well. The 
Commission shall recognize that lands, waters, forest, rangelands, wetlands, 
wildlife, and such other natural resources that serve economic purposes also serve 
to varying degrees and for varying uses outdoor recreation purposes, and that 
sound planning of resource utilization for the full future welfare of the Nation 
must include coordination and integration of all such multiple uses. 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as are neces- 
sary to carry out the purposes of this Act, which sums shall be available to the 
Commission until expended but not later than June 30, 1960. 


Sec. 9. This Act may be cited as “the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Act.” 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
Hon. Cram ENGtez, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: This is in reply to your letters of February 8 and 
March 25, 1957, requesting a report on H. R. 3594, H. R. 3592, H. R. 3593, H. R. 
3595, H. R. 3596, H. R. 4819, H. R. 4822, and H. R. 5288, identical bills for the 
establishment of a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission 
to study the outdoor recreation resources of the public lands and other land 
and water areas of the United States, and for other purposes. 

This Department recommends that the proposed legislation be enacted if 
amended as suggested below. 

This proposed legislation would: (1) establish a bipartisan Outdoor Recrea- 
tion Review Commission of 4 members each from Senate and House Interior 
Committee appointed by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House, respectively, and 7 citizens appointed by the President; (2) establish an 
Advisory Council to the Commission comprised of liaison officers to be appointed 
by Federal agencies directly dealing with outdoor recreation and 25 representa- 
tives appointed by the Commission representing the States and a variety of speci- 
fied interest groups; (3) direct Commission to make a nationwide inventory of 
outdoor recreation resources and opportunities and to report its findings and 
recommendations to the President and the Congress by December 31, 1959; (4) 
authorize the Commission to grant funds to cooperating States; (5) authorize 
appropriations in amounts necessary to carry out the act to be available until 
expended but not later than June 30, 1960. 

We are in agreement with the objectives of the proposed legislation. A na- 
tionwide survey of the outdoor recreation resources of the country would provide 
the basis for better recreational planning and development on State, county, 
private, and Federal lands. No such inventory or overall appraisal has ever 
been made. 

The Department believes that, except on Federal lands, the primary responsi- 
bility for overall recreational planning should rest with the States. The De 
partment is fully in accord with the provisions of section 5 (a) that a variety 
of State departments and agencies would be represented on the Advisory Council 
to the Commission. We are also in accord with the authorization of section 6 (e) 
for the Commission to make direct grants of funds to the States to carry out 
those aspects of the review as may be best carried out under State direction. 

There has been a steady and rapid increase in outdoor recreation use on State, 
eounty, private, and Federal lands during the past 10 years, and reliable indica- 
tors point to a continuation of this trend. On the national forests recreation 
use increased from 18 million visits in 1946 to 45144 million visits in 1955. Our 
estimates, based on the projected growth of population, gross national product, 
and other factors, indicate 66 million visits to the national forests by 1962 and 
79 million by 1967. ‘These estimates follow the same general trend as predictions 
of the National Park Service for future recreation use in the national parks. 

The Commission would serve a useful correlating function between Federal 
agencies, the States and local governments, and private organizations. If pro- 
posed legislation were enacted, the Department of Agriculture would expect to 
earry out the inventory on the lands it administers and would cooperate fully 
with the Commission. 

It is recommended that the proposed legislation be amended in the following 
respects : 

1. The Commission should be authorized to make funds available to the 
participating Federal agencies to carry out their aspects of the review in 
the same manner as the bill proposes to authorize financial assistance to the 
States. 

2. Since the Secretary of Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture are 
responsible for the administration of most Federal land devoted to recrea- 
tional use, it is believed they should be included in the membership of the 
Commission. The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare should also 
be included in the membership of the Commission. 

8. It is believed that the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
and the House Committee on Agriculture should be represented on the 
Commission. 
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The above recommendations may be accomplished by the following amend- 
ments: 

At the end of section 6, add the following sentence: “The Commission is also 
authorized to reimburse Federal agencies for the expenses of liaison officers 
appointed under section 4 (c) and other cooperation.” 

In section 3, delete that part of subsection (a) beginning “The Commission 
hereby” through subsection (a) (2), and substitute therefor the following: “S«c. 
3. (a) The Commission hereby authorized and created shall consist of 18 mem- 
bers appointed as follows: 

(1) One majority and one minority member of the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs and one majority and one minority member of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to be appointed by the President 
of the Senate; 

““(2) One majority and one minority member of the House Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, and one majority and one minority member of the 
House Committee on Agriculture, to be appointed by the Speaker of the House; 
and 

“(3) The Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.” 

In Section 3 (a), change (3) to (4). 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D. C., May 13, 1957. 
Hon. CrLarr ENGLE, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. ENGLE: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 3594, H. R. 
3592, H. R. 3593, H. R. 3595, H. R. 3596, H. R. 4822, H. R. 4819, and H. R. 5238, 
bills for the establishment of a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission to study the outdoor recreation resources of the public lands and 
other land and water areas of the United States, and for other purposes. 

We favor the enactment of this proposed legislation. 

This proposed legislation would establish a Commission for the purpose of 
preserving ad developing for the American people of present and future genera- 
tions such quality and quantity of outdoor recreation resources as will be neces- 
sary and desirable for individual enjoyment, and to assure the spiritual, cultural, 
and physical benefits that such outdoor recreation provides. The Commission 
would consist of 15 members, as provided by section 3 of the bills. 

An Advisory Council would be established also, consisting of liaison officers 
representing individual Federal agencies having a direct interest and responsibil- 
ity in outdoor recreation, as well as 25 additional members from various major 
geographical areas and citizen interest groups. The functions of the Advisory 
Council would be to advise and counsel the Commission in the development of 
ways, means, and procedures whereby maximum cooperation may be obtained 
from all criteria for evaluating outdoor recreation resources data assembled, 
and otherwise to advise and assist the Commission in carrying out the purposes 
of the act. 

The functions and responsibilities of the Commission are set forth in section 
6 of the proposal. Subsection (a) of section 6 would require the Commission to 
proceed as soon as practicable to set in motion a nationwide inventory and evaiu- 
ation of outdoor recreation resources and opportunities, directly and through 
Federal agencies, the States, and private organizations and groups, utilizing to 
the fullest extent possible such studies, data, and reports previously prepared or 
concurrently in process by Federal agencies, States, private organizations, 
groups, and others. 

Subsection (b) of section 6, in our opinion, contains provisions that, if carried 
out effectively, should prove to be of great public benefit in the future. This 
subsection would require the Commission to compile the data prescribed by sub- 
section (a) and, in the light of such data and of the information available con- 
cerning trends in population, leisure, transportation, and other factors, to de- 
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termine the amount, kind, quality, and location of such outdoor recreation re- 
sources and opportunities as will be required by the year 1976 and the year 
2000. The Commission would be required, pursuant to this subsection also, to 
recommend what policies should best be adopted and what programs should be 
initiated at each level of government, and by private organizations and other 
citizen groups and interests, in order to meet future requirements. 

Subsection (c) of section 6 would require the Commisison to present its re- 
port to the President and to the Congress not later than December 31, 1959. 
Such report would contain a compilation of data to be assembled by the Com- 
mission as well as the Commission’s recommendations on a State-by-State, region- 
by-region, and national basis. This data and recommendations would be pre- 
sented in such form as to make them of maximum value to the States and would 
include recommendations whereby the review may effectively be kept current in 
the future. 

We believe this proposal is commendable in that it sets forth a definite ob- 
jective with clear-cut responsibilities for the Commission to follow. Establish- 
ment of this Commission, as set forth in this proposed legislation, will comple- 
ment and assist the efforts of this Department in the outdoor recreation field. 
As the Federal Department charged with the responsibility for administration 
of the National Park System, as well as various other types of Federal reserva- 
tions and properties that serve the general public for recreation purposes, we 
are very much interested in a review program of this type. As many of our pub- 
lic-spirited conservation organizations have expressed themselves, we should 
know clearly where we are going in this field of outdoor recreation as well as in 
the fields of business and industry. We believe the establishment of this Com- 
mission should promote that objective. 

We believe the objectives of this proposal are particularly commendable with 
regard to those forms of public recreation that involve actual public use of recrea- 
tion resources. In recent years, however, there has developed more and more 
an appreciation of the natural and scenic beauty, and the wilderness areas that 
are a part of our national heritage. We suggest, therefore, that recognition of 
this pnase of outdoor recreation and appreciation be set forth with more empha- 
sis in these bills. We suggest an amendment hereafter for this purpose. 

This Department has been aware for some time of the need for a well-rounded 
survey of all of the Nation’s outdoor recreation resources. Our national park 
“Mission 66” program reflects our concern regarding these matters. With the 
tremendous growth in our Nation’s economy, population, and with increased 
leisure time available to our people, the need for this type of review is apparent. 
Such a review is necessary in order to obtain all of the essential facts needed to 
plan wisely for the future welfare and benefit of our citizens. 

Such a survey is desirable to assure that important recreation areas and values 
are preserved, whether such areas and values are so-called wilderness areas or 
whether they are local park areas. A survey of this type, if it is to be of lasting 
value, in our opinion, should be conducted objectively and without preconceived 
ideas regarding the outcome thereof. We shall cooperate fully in this under- 
taking in the event that it is authorized by the Congress. 

This Department is prepared to assist the proposed Commission in its study 
because of activities that we have undertaken through one of our agencies, the 
National Park Service. Pursuant to the act of June 23, 1936 (49 Stat. 1894), we 
have made studies in cooperation with the States and other Federal agencies, of 
outdoor recreation areas and opportunities for the people of the United States. 
Under the authority contained in the act of 1936, we have rendered a consider- 
able amount of advisory assistance to the various States at their requests. We 
plan to continue our activities in this field pursuant to the act of 1936, and our 
“Mission 66” program. We believe these activities will be of assistance to the 
independent Commission that would be authorized by this proposed legislation. 

Similarly, we believe the final report of the Commission should assist this De- 
partment in carrying out its functions more efficiently and in providing for future 
needs of our people. In this connection, it should be noted that this Department 
has long been charged by statute with basic responsibility in the field of recre- 
ational management. Our responsibility for management of some 180 areas of 
the National Park System is one important phase of our activity in this field. 
We administer also certain other areas, such as the national wildlife refuges, that 
are of much recreational significance. We administer also the recreational facili- 
ties at some 140 reservoirs. Certain of these reservoir facilities are operated 
by State and local interests in accordance with cooperative agreements and we 
find this procedure to be effective and in the public interest. 
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In the circumstances, we believe that clear-cut responsibilities in the recreation 
field are in the public interest and will be promoted by this proposed Commis- 
sion. Unnecessary duplication or overlapping of such responsibilities, as between 
Federal agencies, should be avoided. This Department is prepared, through the 
National Park Service, to be of even greater public service in this field in the 
future than in the past. 

Furthermore, we believe that the program to be recommended by the Commis- 
sion could be fully implemented under existing authority by the National Park 
Service pursuant to the 1936 act which authorizes the National Park Service to 
prepare a plan or plans in cooperation with the States to meet recreation demands 
at both Federal and State levels. The National Park Service would be prepared 
to carry out the program this Commission would have the duty to recommend. 

Based upon experience gained in several basin-wide and regional recreation 
studies, we believe that a survey of the magnitude contemplated may require as 
long as 4 years in order to be prepared adequately and to be sufficiently detailed 
for effective future use. An important service that we believe could well be 
performed by the Commission and which we believe should be a prescribed duty 
of the Commission would be to make a review concerning the adequacy of fees 
and charges that are currently made in connection with outdoor recreation activi- 
ties. In view of the demands that are currently being made for such public out- 
door recreation facilities which will certainly increase in the future, it would 
be very desirable for the Commission to consider carefully the matter of means 
and methods of raising funds, charges to be provided, ete., in order that these 
activities may be properly financed and carried forward in the public interest 
in the future. 


For reasons heretofore stated, we suggest certain amendments to this pro- 
posed legislation, as follows: 

(1) Revise the first sentence in subsection (c) of section 6 to read “The Com- 
mission shall present not later than four years following the approval of this 
Act, a report of its review, a compilation of its data, and its recommendations on 
a State by State, region by region, and national basis to the President and to 
the Congress.” 

(2) Add an additional subsection to section 6, as follows: “(f) The Commis- 
sion shall make a survey and obtain data concerning fees and charges that are 
levied by Federal, State, and other agencies relating to the use of outdoor recerea- 
tion areas and facilities. The report of the Commission shall contain informa- 
tion concerning the methods whereby the necessary finances may be provided 
for operation of outdoor recreation facilities as well as the recommendations 
of the Commission concerning future methods that should be adopted to carry 
forward effectively and to provide the facilities and services that are required 
in the administration of outdoor recreation facilities.” 

(3) Amend the title of the bill to read “For the establishment of a National 
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission to study the public use, ap- 
preciation, benefits, and need for outdoor recreation resources, and to make rec- 
ommendations for the preservation or development of such resources including 
the preservation of wilderness values of the public and other land and water 
areas of the United States, and for other purposes.” 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 


Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes Mr. Engle, one of the authors of 
the bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Encie. Madam Chairman, I wish to commend the subcommit- 
tee for the timely scheduling of this legislation, which I believe is one 
of the most important pieces of legislation pending before the subcom- 
mittee. 

We have from time to time taken up various aspects of the utiliza- 
tion of the public land areas of the United States. We have just 
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passed through this committee, and there is now pending in the Sen- 
ate a bill relating to military withdrawals on the public lands of the 
United States. 

In the last few years, we have had several pieces of legislation re- 
lating to the mining uses of the public lands. We had the multiple- 
use mining bill 2 or 3 years ago, which was the most significant change 
in the mining law that has occurred since that law was first enacted 
in 1872. 

We had legislation preceding that which provided for the multiple 
utilization of areas for oil and gas as well as for mining. 

The grazing law has not been subject to very much change in re- 
cent years, but the format of grazing usage of the public land areas 
has been pretty well established; and that is true also with reference 
to use of public land areas for water conservation. 

So with reference to those aspects of the use of public lands where 
we have the vital public interest involved, and more particularly some- 
times the private interests, such as in grazing, in timber, in mining, 
and in water conservation, the format of the laws relating to utiliza- 
tion of public lands has been pretty well laid out. But in the other 
and remaining major use of public land resources of the United 
States that is in the field of recreation, hunting and fishing, there has 
been no similar general pattern laid down. 

That is the purpose of this legislation—to lay the foundation for a 
general pattern relating to recreational usage. 

I observe that the report filed by the Department of Agriculture 
mentioned the tremendous amount of use of national forest areas, 
referring particularly to some 18 million visits in 1946, which were 
increased to 4514 million visits to the national forests in 1955. 

This is true also of the national parks. As a matter of fact, in 
California, where 46 percent of the land area is Government owned, 
we are having difficulty preventing some of it from becoming what 
looks like a Coney Island, with all of the city dwellers taking off to the 
mountain sites in the summer months in every sort of conveyance, in- 
cluding the jeep. 

It is hard to go on any of the highest points of the Sierra Nevadas 
without running across a jeep track, emphasizing the importance of all 
these recreational problems. 

The United States today owns approximately 772 million acres of 
real property, of which some 407 million acres are located within the 
48 States, and 365 million acres in Alaska. Whether public domain, 
or acquired, these lands are either open or reserved. 

In other words, the public land falls into two categories, open and 
reserved. 

Now, reserved areas total approximately 275 million acres of feder- 
ally owned land in the United States within some form of Federal 
reservation, looking to the highest and best use of that land, while 
about 90 million acres in Alaska are in the same classification, that is, 
they may be reserved for national parks, national monuments, wild 
life refuges, petroleum reserves, military reserves. 275 million of 
those acres have already been set aside for one purpose or another. 

There are remaining open in the United States alone today, repre- 
senting our vacant, unappropriated, and unreserved public lands, about 
170 million acres. In Alaska there are 270 million acras of vacant, 
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unappropriated and unreserved public lands. Those are the areas 
which are still available for some type of particular reservation if that 
seems to be necessary. 

Last year, I introduced, along with a number of my colleagues, H. R. 
10846, the so-called forest and woodlands recreational and wildlife 
use legislation, legislation which had as its broad purpose assurin 
general public multiple resource use of more than 160 million acres o 
public domain lands in the United States and Alaska. 

Under that bill, the base would have been laid for full recognition 
of recreation and wildlife resources, and related benefits, in connection 
with Federal planning and development. Involved were some 34 mil- 
lion acres of lands classified as commercial forest lands or woodlands 
in the United States. 

That legislation, unfortunately, did not go forward as rapidly as I 
thought it should, but I am going to try to move it again sometime 
during this Congress. 

That legislation was preliminary, but the principle involved was 
precisely that involved in the matter pending before the committee 
today. 

Before we proceed, I would like to make brief reference to some fields 
of Federal management and development where recreation potential 
must be assessed, where it is absolutely necessary, in my view, that 
someone back off and take a look at where we are today, and where we 
are going. 

For example, we have about 180 units of the national park system. 
In the national forests there are 188 million acres administered by the 
National Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, millions of them 
having high recreation potential and lesser amounts actually devel- 
oped or underdeveloped. 

In the field of water development, the Bureau of Reclamation alone, 
in the 17 Western States, has constructed some 162 storage dams, and 
about 60 diversion dams. These dams back up, or retain millions of 
acre-feet of water, and create some of the finest recreational potential 
we have. 

The Corps of Engineers and the Tennessee Valley Authority have 
additional millions of acres in reservoir acres created by reason of fed- 
erally sponsored projects. 

There has been complete confusion as to how these recreational re- 
sources should be ail For instance, at Shasta Dam, in the Central 
Valley project, we finally turned the recreational area over to the For- 
est Service, although it had theretofore been operated by the Park 
Service, because of the peculiar development around the area. 

We tried to get a head start on Fulton out there, but notwithstand- 
had great difficulty in managing the recreational resources; and today 
it is not unusual for 30,000 to 50,000 people to be on the lake at Fulton, 
Calif. 

We are currently constructing the Trinity project, and I have urged 
all the people to get busy and set up the necessary governmental ma- 
chinery to manage that tremendous recreational potential in those 
areas, 

The Fish and Wildlife Service administers some 15.3 million acres of 
land, much of it offering high recreational potential. 
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All of these potentials must be assessed, and there must be coordina- 
tion between the Federal, State, and local governments. And I might 
add, between the Federal, State and local people, whether private or 
government. 

The 1936 Recreation Act, authorizing the Park Service to engage 
in surveys, and make recommendations, is not, in my view, the vehicle 
for the necessary survey of all resources, and is not sufficient to assure 
Federal, State, and local coordination in such matters. 

So the purpose of this legislation is to pull together on a broad, na- 
tional scale an inventory of the recreational potential of the Nation 
and arrange for the adequate coordination of the development of those 
recreational potentials on a proper basis, without, at the present time, 
trying to divide them between the Federal Government, the State gov- 
ernment, and the local government, and nongovernmental agencies of 
one type or another. 

In my opinion, this legislation, including my own bill H. R. 3594, 
will serve as a sound working basis from which to proceed toward that 
very commendable objective. 

Mrs. Prost. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Enete. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, 


Mr. Aspinall. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. Asprnatt. Madam Chairman: I would thank the able chair- 
man of the subcommittee for bringing this legislation before our sub- 
committee at this time. I think it is timely. I think that we must 
stop trying to take care of this responsibility by piecemeal activity. 
This bill would ask for an overall study and an overall decision. 

I join with our chairman, Mr. Engle, in the reasons he has so ably 
given for the legislation. 

I wish to advise the members of the committee that I had the privi- 
lege of cooperating in the drafting of this legislation. Many of the 
provisions are the results of recommendations which I thought were 
necessary. 

I have a rather extended statement, Madam Chairman, which I 
would ask unanimous consent to have printed in the record at this 
time, and then move on to other witnesses who may wish to testify this 
morning. 

Mrs. Prost. You have heard the unanimous-consent request. Is 
there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The statement follows:) 


Pustic LANDS SUBCOMMITTEE, HOUSE INTERIOR COMMITTEE 


Mr. Chairman, having lived in Colorado for more than half a century and 
having represented the western half of Colorado in the National House of 
Representatives for almost a decade now, I believe I have some knowledge of 
the importance of outdoor recreation in our social and economic system. Literally 
millions of Americans from all over the Nation, annually, come to Colorado 
to enjoy its spectacular mountain scenery, its beautiful lakes and streams with 
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their abundance of fish life, its deep forests, and its mighty herds of deer, elk, 
bighorn sheep, antelope, and other game species. 

Colorado has no corner on outdoor recreation opportunities, however. We are 
glad to share such resources with the other 47 States, and the offshore areas. 
They are all fine, and the Nation needs them all. 

We are all familiar with the statistics of outdoor recreation activity. Never- 
theless, it is well to repeat a few of them to remind ourselves that we are talking 
about something that looms large in the American way of life. 

There were more than 50 million visits to the national parks and monuments 
last year; more than 50 million visits to the national forests; over 185 million 
visits to State park areas. There were 71 million visits to the recreation areas 
on Army engineer projects. There are some 20 million boating enthusiasts, 
and 25 million Americans 12 years of age or older who hunt or fish or both hunt 
and fish. 

The business and industry stimulated by this universal outdoor activity is 
immense. Last year’s study sponsored by the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service indicated a gross national income from hunting and fishing alone in 
excess of $3 billion annually. Add to this the economic value of recreation 
in our National and State parks, in boating, hiking, camping, picnicking, in 
touring just for the scenery and all the other outdoor pleasures in which the 
public indulges, and we can total up business dependent on these activities of 
our citizens in the range of 8 to 10 billion dollars annually. 

Important as the business aspects of outdoor recreation unquestionably are, 
yet, of still greater significance is the value of outdoor experience to the physical 
and mental well-being of our greatest resource—the American people. 

Our population now exceeds 167 million. Reliable estimates place it at 223 
million by 1975, and crowding 300 million by the turn of the century. I emphasize 
the phrase “crowding 300 million,” because that is exactly what is occuring. We 
are being crowded as a nation. More and more, in our cities, in our schools, 
at the supermarket, on the highways, we are becoming more and more regi- 
mented, and necessarily so—just to avoid physical jostling and to eliminate 
the confusion that comes with great numbers. The nervous strain, the constant 
hustle, the high pressures of our increasingly complex society takes its inevitable 
toll. We do not need the medical statistics to be convinced of this, because 
each of us knows it personally to be a fact. 

American reaction to these pressures has been natural and immediate. They 
look to outdoor activity for relief, and they have been getting it in increasing 
quantities. The Congress and this committee in particular, in considering such 
legislation as mission, 66, Operation Outdoors and related programs has noted 
the vast increase in numbers of people using the public recreation areas. The 
spiraling visits to the national parks, as an example, indicate that the Park 
Service estimate of 80 million visits by 1966 was conservative. That figure of 
annual visits will be reached several years before the target date. 

But numbers do not tell the whole story of increased outdoor activity. A few 
days ago I received some figures from region 2 of the Forest Service. That 
region administers the national forests in Colorado, most of those in Wyoming 
and those in South Dakota and Nebraska. 1956 visits totaled 25 percent more 
than in 1955—an increase of nearly 2 million. Since 1946—that is during the 
last 10 years—visits have increased 437 percent. There are 4 times more people 
visiting the national forests today than did 10 years ago. Important as this 
increase is, even more significant is the fact that each of these visits was for 
a period nearly twice as long as was the case 10 years ago. Four times as many 
people spending twice as much time enjoying the recreation opportunities afforded 
by our national forests. That is eight times the pressure on the campgrounds, 
the trails, and the fishing streams and lakes. 

General improvement in our standard of living has made it possible for many 
more millions of people to enjoy the outdoors than have heretofore had such 
opportunities. This trend will continue. Consider if you will the added pres- 
sure on outdoor resources with the advent of the 4-day week—52 more days a 
year for wholesome outdoor recreation. 

On the one hand, then, we have witnessed this tremendous and continuing in- 
crease in the use of outdoor recreation resources. On the other hand, we have 
witnessed a steady decrease in the quantity and quality of outdoor recreation 
resources and opportunities. 

When a river is diverted and its low flow further depleted, fishing and recrea- 
tion inevitably is decreased. We may not, nor should we, stand in the way of 
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sound water development for irrigation, industry, municipal consumption and 
other uses imperative in our expanding economy. But, we must recognize that 
as one stream is lost entirely or is seriously depleted of fish and recreation, that 
remaining waters assume far greater value for these purposes. We must ree 
ognize that we have the responsibility to provide as replacement for what has 
been lost the maximum in quantity and quality at every reservoir developed in 
each water project. This is not just a responsibility of the Federal programs 
but of State, community and private developments as well. 

The process of attrition, however, is not confined to dramatic changes result- 
ing from large scale projects. Much of it, probably most of it has been from 
a slow, almost obscure loss, due to many factors and the accumulation of these 
factors over long periods. No one notices this erosion as it occures, and then 
suddenly we wake up to find something precious has been lost forever. 

A good illustration of this comes to mind. One of Colorado’s historic rivers 
is the South Platte, which rises in the Front Range-South Park country, enters 
the plains above Denver, and meanders north easterly to join the North Platte 
in Nebraska. Recently I leafed through some early game and fish reports and 
I was amazed to find this reference (State Fish Commissioner John Pierce in 
an 1886 report to Gov. B. H. Eaton) : 

“Twenty years ago this fine fish (the pike perch or walleyed pike) was very 
abundant in the Platte River, from the mouth of the St. Vrain down to the mouth 
of the Cache la Poudre; but nets have been used in the river until they are al- 
most exterminated; that portion of the State not yet being sufficiently civilized 
to stop illegal fishing. The Rocky Mountain whitefish was formerly abundant 
in the same waters * * * and has met the same fate. This is a fine fish, rie 
ing to the fly or bait and giving no excuse for netting it.” 

The same report contained the statement that “the Arkansas River (in the 
plains area) abounds in channel catfish.” 

It was not illegal netting but depletion of water for irrigation and municipal 
consumption, siltation from overgrazed and mined watersheds, and uncontrolled 
pollution over the years that destroyed those once fine streams beyond any im- 
mediate hope of rehabilitation. 

With the inevitable further losses of outdoor recreation resources to an ex- 
panding population and economy, we can no longer afford to lose any more out- 
door opportunity through default or through unthinking carelessness. We must 
Salvage, protect and preserve what remains; we must give outdoor recreation a 
high priority in all our planning. Recreation opportunity is not something te 
superimpose after a program has been planned for other and frequently alien 
purposes. It is something fully worthy and essential to be “built into” our 
project plans. 

Frankly this is much easier said than done. Our base of fact and knowledge 
is far too limited and scattered to be a sure guide at this time. It was the rec- 
ognition of this situation which convinced me that the study program embodied 
M the legislation before this distinguished subcommittee today is an imperative 

rst step. 

To plan soundly, we must have the facts—and we must have them properly 
related and oriented to the entire program of resource use and development. 
That will be the function and responsibility of the Commission which would be 
created by the bills before us. 

The several bills, identical to S. 846 introduced by a distinguished bipartisan 
group of our colleagues in the Senate, propose creation of an Outdoor Recrea- 
tion Resources Review Commission. On this Commission would serve 4 members 
of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 4 members of the parallel 
Senate committee—all of them experienced and interested in outdoor recrea- 
tion resources and opportunities. Added to these 8 would be 7 citizens to be ap- 
pointed by the President, 1 of which would be the Chairman of the Commission. 
This Commission of 15 would have a 3-point responsibility : 

First: To “set in motion a nationwide inventory and evaluation of outdoor 
recreation resources and opportunities” ; 

Second: To “determine the amount, kind, quality, and location of such out- 
door recreation resources and opportunities as will be required” in the future; 

Third: To “present * * * a report of its review, a compilation of its data and 
its recommendations * * * to the President and to the Congress.” 

Putting it another way: The Commission will have the responsibility of finding 
the answers to the questions: what do we have; what will we need in the future; 
what should be done to be sure we can meet future requirements? 
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The legislation envisions no duplication of effort, no wasted motion. The Com- 
mission will be required to make the fullest possible use of data, materials, 
and reports already available or in the process of development in the Federal 
departments. The Commission likewise will rely heavily on similar work ac- 
complished by State, community, and private agencies or groups. 

To assure that no valuable source is overlooked, and to assist in the establish- 
ment of sound criteria and methods, an advisory council is provided to be com- 
posed of representatives of all Federal bureaus concerned and broad representa- 
tion from the States and principal interest groups. This must be a cooperative 
venture, because we must have a coordinated result. We would fail to achieve 
the broad perspective of the total problem by any other method. We neces- 
sarily must look beyond just those lands owned by the general public and admin- 
istered by Federal agencies. Outdoor recreation is also a matter of private 
lands and waters. To illustrate the point: I am reliably informed that 80 per- 
cent of all hunting in the United States takes place on private lands and waters. 
Recreation may occur on the pot holes of a Minnesota farmer or on the public 
campgrounds or hunting areas developed by such large landowners as the Weyer- 
haeuser Timber Co, 

The owners of private lands and waters are as interested and concerned in the 
future of outdoor recreation as are the Federal land managing bureaus. It is 
imperative that such interests play a major role in the outdoor recreation re- 
sources review, and the legislation takes that fully into account. 

In conclusion, may I point out that it has been nearly a quarter of a century 
since the Nation last took a hard “second look” at a broad resource manage- 
ment situation. A distinguished representative in Congress from my congres- 
sional district in the State of Colorado, the late beloved Edward T. Taylor, 
sponsored the Taylor Grazing Act which brought the vast areas of remaining 
public domain under a resource management program. 

The legislation before this subcommittee today will be of equal importance and 
significance in the future of America. 


Mrs. Prosr. We have a statement from our colleague, Mr. Porter 
of Oregon, for the record. 

Without objection, his statement will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

I would ask unanimous consent that all authors of the bill be per- 
mitted to extend their statements in the record. Is there objection? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Madam Chairman, if there are any other members 
of the committee or the House who wish to make a statement either 
for or against this legislation, I would ask unanimous consent that 
they be permitted to place those statements in the record of the 
hearings at this place. 

Mrs. Prost. You have heard the unanimous consent request. Is 
there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The statements follow :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES O., PORTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 


In view of the increasingly vital and integral role of outdoor recreation in our 
civilization, it gives me considerable pleasure to be a sponsor of H. R. 4822, 
which would establish a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Commission, a 
proposal initiated by a great organization, namely, the Izaak Walton League 
of America. 

As so aptly expressed by a distinguished conservationist, Mr. Ernest Swift, 
executive director of the National Wildlife Federation, “Our structure of gov- 
ernment, our social philosophies, and the husbandry of our national resources are 
one and inseparable.” 
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My bill would establish a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission to make an inventory of existing and potential resources and plan 
a long-range program to meet the the future needs of the American public. 

The Commission would be composed of 15 members, including 4 Senators, 4 
Representatives, and 7 citizens appointed by the President. One of the citizen- 
appointees would be designated as Chairman by the President. The Commission 
would hire an executive director and other staff personnel to carry out its func- 
tions and would be directed to establish headquarters in the District of Columbia. 

An advisory council is proposed to consist of liaison officers appointed by inter- 
ested Federal agencies, together with 25 additional members appointed by the 
Commission to represent various major geographical areas and citizen interest 
groups. 

The Commission would be directed to compile data concerning trends in popu- 
lation, leisure, transportation, and other factors to determine the amount, kind, 
quality, and location of such outdoor recreation resources and opportunities as 
will be required by the year 1976 and the year 2000, and shall recommend what 
policy should best be adopted and what programs be initiated, at each level of 
government and by private organizations and other citizen groups and interests, 
to meet such future requirements. 

Its report to the President and Congress would be expected by December 31, 
1959. The necessary appropriations for the work of the Commission are author- 
ized. The legislation defines outdoor recreation resources as ‘“‘the land and water 
areas and the products of such areas of the United States, its Territories and 
possessions, which provide opportunities for outdoor recreation, including but 
not limited to such pursuits as hunting, fishing, camping, hiking, skiing, mountain 
climbing, pack tripping, nature photography, scenic appreciation, boating, canoe- 
ing and other water activities, wherever carried out or potentially carried out, 
including but not limited to such areas as the national forests, the public domain, 
Indian reservations, wild, wilderness, and primitive areas; national parks and 
monuments; wildlife refuge, habitat, and management areas both Federal and 
States; scenic areas, the marsh and wet lands, coastal beaches, reservoir and 
such other land and water areas, irrespective of ownership, which presently 
provide or may in the future provide outdoor recreation opportunities.” 

The legislation specifies that it is not concerned with programs, facilities, and 
opportunities usually associated with urban development, such as playgrounds, 
stadiums, golf courses, city parks, and zoos. 

Last autumn the results of a national survey of hunting and fishing were 
disclosed for the first time. This study in cooperation with the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Interior, noted that in 1955, the year 
of the survey, there were 25 million hunters and fishermen in these United States, 
to say nothing of perhaps a greater army of outdoor enthusiasts who find enjoy- 
ment in just visiting our great outdoors. I commend this report, Fish and 
Wildlife Service Circular No. 44, to the committee. 

I think we need also to take note of Census Bureau reports that our popula- 
tion is increasing at a net rate of 1 person every 11 seconds. A little pencil work 
will show that our human population in these United States is swelling to what 
amounts to about 8,000 per day—3 million added to our mushrooming population 
per year. It is estimated that we will top the 200 million figure in 15 years or 
less. 

The growing public demands on our natural resources presents challenging 
problems to those responsible for their administration in this country. A review 
such as proposed in this legislation would be most helpful. 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN LEE METCALF IN SuPPort or BIris, AMONG THEM 


His H. R. 3595, Provipina FoR AN OVERALL Stupy or Tuts NATION’s OUTDOOR 
RECREATION RESOURCES AND NEEDS 


Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the leaders of our conservation organizations 
and witnesses from the Federal departments for their able presentation on 
behalf of this legislation. 


Because they have done such an excellent job, I can concentrate on Montana’s 
particular need for these bills. 


The best example I can think of is a chain of three reservoirs in the Missouri 
River north and east of Helena. They are separate lakes. Each has a different 


problem. But they all are part of the same problem—that of getting various 
State and Federal agencies together in the interests of comprehensive develop- 
ment and multiple-purpose use. 
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These are Lake Helena, Hauser Lake, and the Canyon Ferry Reservoir. 

Lake Helena, backed up behind the Montana Power Co.’s Hauser Dam, covers 
more than 2,000 acres in the Helena Valley about 10 miles north of Helena. 

Once it provided excellent habitat for wildfowl. It deteriorated because of 
water level fluctuations, an infestation of rough fish and because the city of 
Helena dumped raw sewage into the lake. 

In 1945, the Helena Wildlife Association sponsored an effort to restore the 
lake as a recreation area. The Montana Power Co., the Board of County Com- 
missioners of Lewis and Clark County, the Montana Fish and Game Department, 
and Brian O’Connell, the principal landowner, cooperated. 

A condemned bridge was replaced by a causeway at the lake’s narrow outlet. 
The lake was. drained ‘to get rid of the rough fish, then refilled. Vegetation and 
bass were planted. Screens were placed in the outlet to prevent return of rough 
fish from adjoining Hauser Lake. 

Within a year, the outlet proved to be inadequate for the amount of water in 
the lake. The screens were removed ; rough fish moved back. 

The association postponed another attempt at restoration pending completion 
of Canyon Ferry Dam, now in operation. The association is trying again. 

Several meetings have been held. They have been attended not only by 
representatives of the groups originally interested, but also the Bureau of 
Reclamation, which operates Canyon Ferry Dam, and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

Although it has not been represented at these meetings, the city of Helena 
also is directly concerned. The city proposes a sewage iagoon to remove the 
major cause of pollution of the lake. The city also has agreed to buy Canyon 
Ferry .water for. domestic use. 

At the most recent meeting in Helena last month, a spokesman for the Montana 
Fish and Game Department reviewed current plans. They include stabilization 
of Hauser Lake at a level of 2 to 6 feet below the level of Lake Helena, then 
installation of trash racks at the outlet of Lake Helena to prohibit rough fish 
from moving up from Hauser into Lake Helena. ‘lhe latter would be poisoned 
and restocked with game fish. 

Hauser Lake also is backed up by the Montana Power Co.’s Hauser Dam. 
With stabilization of Hauser Lake which followed construction of Canyon Ferry 
Dam, Hauser is developing into an excellent fishing reservoir. 

Reducing the elevation of Hauser Lake would likewise reduce the head of 
the Montana Power Co.’s Hauser plant. It may be that this reduction would 
mean a loss of power potential to the commercial utility, despite the presence 
of the Federal equalizing reservoir. If this is the case, it has been proposed 
that the Bureau of Reclamation make up this deficit from the Canyon Ferry 
plant. 

Canyon Ferry, the “swing” lake, has problems of its own. Fluctuation of the 
water level has killed much of the vegetation. Rough fish have moved in. 
Fish and Wildlife people tell me this equalizing reservoir presents major prob- 
lems, but that they, too, can be solved. 

In addition to the city of Helena, the State parks division also has an interest 
in this area. As a joint venture, the division and the fish and game department 
are responsible for developing more than 800 acres near the Canyon Ferry Reser- 
voir. With State funds, the division has started development, including picnic 
tables, sanitary facilities and camp sites. It is estimated that at least 25,000 
persons visited this State park area last summer. This number is expected to 
increase as facilities become more adequate. 

The Forest Service also should be brought in. Much of the land in the area 
is in the Helena National Forest—and the Forest Service’s so-called Figure-8 
Highway is the major access road into the area. 

Many families drive—on the Forest Service road—to either the Reclamation 
Bureau or Montana Power Co. reservoir, spend the afternoon fishing or boating, 
then picnic in the national forest on their way home, on the Forest Service ac- 
cess road. 

If these 3 lakes are to be properly developed, the surveys and plans of 3 
Federal agencies and 2 State commissions must be coordinated with those of the 
commissioners of Lewis and Clark County, the city of Helena, the Montana 
Power Co., sportsmen’s organizations and other interested individuals. 

This is an integrated recreation area, involving Bureau of Reclamation, Mon- 
tana Power Co. and private water; Forest Service, Bureau of Reclamation, State 


and private land; a Forest Service access road, private holdings—and the public 
interest. 
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A survey or a plan by any one of these agencies alone would not give us a com- 
plete picture. Nor would it provide for integrated development. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JOHN A. BuRNS, DELEGATE OF HAWAII 


In connection with H. R. 3594 and similar bills, I want to join my colleagues 
in their thanks to the able and distinguished Chairwoman Pfost for holding hear- 
ings on H. R. 3594 and similar or identical bills at this time. 

The outstanding chairman of our full committee, the extremely capable, for- 
ward-looking and dynamic gentleman from California, Mr. Clair Engle, in his 
statement outlining the bill and the purposes as well as the background thereof, 
has most adequately pointed up the bill. I am honored to join him and my other 
colleagues who have similarly expressed a common philospohy. 

As has been pointed out most capably by others, the disposition and use of the 
increasing leisure time of the people of America is of significant and vital im- 
portance to the United States today, and most particularly to the future of these 
United States. Man has demonstrated a thousand times over that he cannot 
stand still. Either he progresses or regresses. History shows clearly that a 
diet merely of the sensual and shallow pleasures of an oversophisticated soci- 
ety—and the wholly passive and wasting indulgence it requires—produces only 
satiety, boredom, deterioration. Communion with nature, on the other hand, and 
participation in wholesome recreational opportunities afforded by nature, have in 
the course of history shown a marked capacity to contribute to the broadening 
and betterment of man, and thus to an improvement of his culture and the society 
in which and by which he lives. The wholesome recreation of nature, regardless 
of the particular facet pursued according to individual taste, broadens the 
horizons both morally and spiritually of all who have an opportunity to know 
her. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Henry A. DIxOn, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Chairman and colleagues, I would like to give my wholehearted support 
to the passage of H. R. 3594 and similar bills whose purpose is to establish a 
National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. 

When you consider the vast interest in fishing and hunting and other types 
of outdoor recreation and the importance of these activities in producing a 
healthy, happy society, then there is keen importance in establishing a com- 
mission to study the quality and quantity of recreation resources available for 
the rapidly increasing needs of our growing population. Furthermore, the costs 
would be small, especially when compared with the benefits which would be 
derived from the establishment of the Commission. The Commission would have 
access to a great body of information already assembled by private organizations, 
educational institutions and State and Federal Governments. 

Such a program has been supported by the Deseret News and Salt Lake 
Telegram of December 28, 1956, in an editorial entitled “Where Will Our Children 
Play?” 

It is also important to note that the bill recognizes the importance of 
multiple use of recreational resources and, consequently, has won widespread 
support among most leaders who would in any way be affected. This is strik- 
ingly illustrated by the variety of names and positions represented in the 
following petition from Utah, which I submit in concluding this testimony. 


STATE oF UTAH, 
Salt Lake City, Utah. 
Hon. Henry A. Drxon, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Drxon: Please be advised that a special committee 
representing agencies of the State of Utah concerned with land, water, forests 
and outdoor recreation, met at the State capitol in Salt Lake City on May 7, 
1957, and discussed the proposed Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Act. 

The committee recognizes the need for sound planning in the development 
of our natural resources. 

The State of Utah, with its vast areas of great scenic values, would gain 
much from a study of future needs and potentials. 
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It is recommended that legislation recognize the desirability of a well- 
balanced, multiple use of our public lands. 

It is urged that the legislation be carefully studied to assure that the Western 
States will be well represented on the Commission by men qualified in the fields 
of land management and outdoor recreation. 

We urge the passage of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Act, and 
offer the above recommendations to preserve what we think to be the desirable 
purpose of this legislation. 

Respectfully yours, 


Jay R. Bingham, Director, Utah Water and Power Board; Thomas 
W. Jensen, Secretary-Manager, Utah Water Users Association ; 
Lee E. Young, Director, Utah State Land Board; Wayne D. 
Criddle, Utah State Engineer; A. G. Nord, Commissioner, Utah 
State Land Board; L. H. Olander, President, Utah Wildlife 
Federation; J. Perry Egan, Director, Utah State Department of 
Fish and Game; Jay Udy, Federal Aid Coordinator, Utah State 
Department of Fish and Game; William J. Hart, Deputy State 
Forester, Utah State Board of Forestry and Fire Control; Alden 
K. Barton, Commissioner, Utah State Department of Agriculture. 

Mrs. Prost. Is there any other member of the committee who wishes 
to make an oral statement at this time? 

(No response. ) 

Mrs, Prost. We have with us this morning Congressman Doyle of 
California, who would like to make a statement. 

Mr. Encire. Madam Chairman, I would like to welcome before the 
committee our distinguished colleague from California, who has 
always taken an intense interest in recreational matters and is well 
known throughout our State for his active interest in support of con- 
servation measures. He is a member of the House Committee on 
Armed Services. We are always glad to have a representative of that 
distinguished committee over here, and especially our colleague, and 
my colleague from southern California, Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. Madam Chairman? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatt. I think all of us will testify that our colleague Con- 
gressman Doyle’s interest comes from the fact that he is so interested 
in the welfare of the people. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLYDE DOYLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Doytx. Thank you for those kind words. 

First, I wish to thank the two distinguished members of this com- 
mittee who have made such very cordial remarks as to my interest in 
the matters commented upon by them. And, while it is true I au- 
thored H. R. 6884, with which you are familiar, and which is before 
this committee, I wish to say I did so as a matter of vigorously evi- 
dencing my support of the worthy objectives of the Engle bill and 
other similar bills on the same subject filed by members of this com- 
mittee. I compliment the distinguished chairman and members of 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee on placing the emphasis 
already placed on this subject of recreational resources and facili- 
ties—both land and water areas of the United States. 

My present interest in and support of these bills, all of which look 
toward the establishment of a National Outdoor Recreation Resources 
Review Commission to study the outdoor recreation resources of the 
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public lands and water areas of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses, stems from the privilege I had of being for 15 years (without 
salary) president of the Los Angeles County Public Recreation Com- 
mission ; together with the fact that I was privileged to make a rather 
brief na‘ionwide survey of the larger municipal and State and 
National recreation areas both in the United States and Canada; also, 
I had the benefit of attending several State conferences of recreation 
supporters, as well as for many years being a member of the advisory 
board of the National Recreation Association. 

This proposed legislation is, in my humble judgment, not only 
timely; it is surely necessary and worthy of prompt, favorable con- 
sideration by this committee and by Members of the United States 
Congress and by the President of the United States when submitted 
to him for approval. The bills not only set forth sincere manner of 
selecting the Oiitidoas Recreation Resources Review Commission pur- 

oses, but it advisedly takes advantage of the benefit of an Advisory 
Committee Council to be comprised of 25 additional civilian representa- 
tives, representing the respective States, and also what might be termed 
“the most important and available special interest,groups.” 

This bill directs said Commission, when finally created, to promptly 
make a nationwide inventory of outdoor recreation resources and op- 
portunities and report recommendations and conclusions and findings 
to the President of the United States and to the Congress of the 
United States before January 1, 1960. 

Another worthy feature of the bills we are discussing is to grant 
reasonable funds to cooperating States and to also make allowances 
and appropriations of reasonable amounts which may be found neces- 
sary to make effective the provisions of these bills when a public law 
is adopted. 

While I believe it basic that the first and primary responsibility for 
available recreational planning and facilities and programs within 
the responsible States should continue to rest upon the shoulders of 
the respective States and the various governmental agencies and units 
within the States, I desire to emphasize that the Federal Government 
has no less an important and imperative responsibility to carry for- 
ward in this total field of presently making a prompt and full inven- 
tory of all available recreational public lands and waterways and 
facilities for recreation uses throughout our beloved Nation. 

As to the national park land and areas, it has been the privilege 
of the Clyde Doyle family to have visited almost all of them. In 
some of them we have enjoyed camping and also automobile-trailer 
privileges. I wish to speak out for additional, adequate camp and 
trailer facilities within both National and State park areas. These 
are fundamentally necessary and proper because it is increasingly 
necessary and proper and valuable for American families to go into 
these magnificent, naturally placed areas of both land and water and to 
there camp or otherwise live as families for several days or several 
weeks and enjoy the inspiration of living in those areas as families. 
You will note I emphasize the term “as families.” I do this because 
it is increasingly important on account of metropolitan development ; 
on account of the increase of leisure hours from work and from other 
duties of making a living. American families having this further 
and additional leisure time should have available opportunities to 
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make creative use of that additional leisure time. Recreational il- 
literacy is not less hazardous and injurious to durable civilization 
processes than is literary illiteracy. I believe it basically sound to 
state a family which knows how to play together in participation of 
creative recreational games and programs is very apt to live together. 
On the other hand, a family, the members of which have nothing in 
common when it comes to playing together or participating in recrea- 
tion together, is not unapt to fall apart or go their several ways as 
they grow out of their teen-age years. 

In fact, just within the last few days the well-known Twentieth 
Century Fund, by its 1956 annual report, predicted that within the 
next 2 decades the aver: ange workweek for the workers of our great 
Nation would be on a 4- day week. But, Madame Chairman, we do 
not have to wait for that 4-day week to come to realize the immedi- 
ate and present new stage of civilization which is upon us as a result 
of the already-existing shorter workweek requirements. Not only 
has the workweek been materially shortened, but the annual vacation 
periods have been generally lengthened. Therefore, the former 
periods for free time “have been materially lengthened and increased. 
As it increasingly takes less time to produce the necessities of daily 
living, our total economic system is materially affected. This normal 
and definite result not only affects the individual’s earning a daily 
livelihood; but, Madame Chairman, and committee members, it defi- 
nitely affects the intellectual, spiritual, moral life of every American 
family. As productivity increases because of increase in efficiency 
of working conditions, logically workweeks become shorter. How 
far this trend and practice will go I will not undertake to prophesy. 
But, it is as clear as crystal that the amount of the pay in the work 
env elopes i is not materially decreasing; even though the work time is 
definitely decreasing. This fact adds another specific factor which 
_ no doubt be taken into account by the Review Commission to be 

‘eated by this timely legislation. 

7 know you will pardon me for testifying in this area of types of 
recreational programs at this time when the bill before us does not 
undertake to go into details of types of recreation to be considered. 
However, I notice that at page 3, subdivision 3, line 4, the Engle bill, 
and the others which have followed the same text, you do not in that 
paragraph include the term “picnicking” or “picnics.” My sugges- 
tion is that whereas you undertake to enumerate types of outdoor 
rec reation in the bill as finally drawn you should include the word 

“picnicking.” This is incre asingly a separate and distinct feature 
of recreation services and fac ilities. Furthermore, it is increasingly 
a definite recreational asset and program in urban development within 
sizable urban recreation areas. For instance, Rock Creek Park right 
here in the heart of Washington, D. C., features its picnicking areas 
and facilities. These are facilities naturally longed for and exten- 
sively used by families in their family-recreational participation. 
We do not need increased bleacher accommodations i in our recreation 
areas so much as we definitely need increased recreational participa- 
tion opportunities and facilities. 

Since the bills provide for cooperative programs of study, survey, 
and progress between Federal, State, and also local and priv ate agen- 
cies and groups in this field so vital to enduring health and happiness 
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of the American people of all ages, I state I naturally anticipate that 
the Commission to be created will, or should, meet the utmost and 
cordial understanding and good will from all levels of government 
and from all recreational supporters and those interested im this nec- 
essary study and survey and coordination. 

In closing I wish to thank you for allowing me to speak to you 
extemporaneously and be called by you so early on this busy morning 
in order that I can return to my own committee session. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much for an excellent statement, Mr. 
Doyle. 

We have with us this morning, representing the conservation organ- 
izations, Mr. J. W. Penfold, conservation director of the Izaak Walton 
League of America, from Denver, Colo. 

Mr. Penfold. 

Mr. Asprnatit. Madam Chairman, as Mr. Penfold comes to the wit- 
ness table. I wish to advise the committee that Mr. Penfold has given 
unstintingly of his time during at least the last year, maybe a little bit 
longer, in preparation and helpful suggestions on the legislation now 
before us. He might be said to be the ramrod of this program. 

He is also from Colorado. He is moving to Washington as the 
national representative of the Izaak Walton League, a move which I 
am. sorry to see him make. I hope he continues his residence in Col- 
orado, and I would be honored if he would move to my district for 
permanent residence. 

Mrs. Prost. You may proceed, Mr. Penfold. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. PENFOLD, DIRECTOR OF CONSERVATION, 
IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA 


Mr. Penrotp. Madam Chairman, and gentlemen: We appreciate 
your consideration in calling this hearing, and particularly for tim- 
ing it with the Senate hearing, which makes it a great deal more con- 
venient to those of us from out of the city. 

My name is Joseph W. Penfold of Wheatridge, Colo. I am con- 
servation director of the Izaak Walton League of America, a national 
membership organization dedicated to the conservation and wise use 
of the Nation’s natural resources. The league’s headquarters is 
located in Chicago; I operate out of Denver. 

The committee knows, I am sure, that the Izaak Walton League 
supports the outdoor recreation resources review legislation now be- 
fore you. We had the privilege of working on it with some of you 
and with some of your distinguished colleagues who have introduced 
identical legislation in the Senate. There seems no real need, con- 
sequently, to elaborate on the many reasons why we believe that the 
outdoor recreation resources review should be authorized and im- 
plemented. Perhaps, however, I should summarize these reasons for 
the record. 

1. Outdoor recreation is basic in the American scheme of things. 
It is essential to our physical and mental health. We shall recognize 
that fact more realistically in the future, as our civilization becomes 
still more complex, than we do today. 

It is an interesting and frightening commentary on the times that 
the Senate committee studying juvenile delinquency has developed 
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data that appears to indicate that economic well-being of itself is no 
deterrent to delinquency in young people. Further of interest is the 
committee’s thought that outdoor activity, as in forestry camps, may 
be an effective means of combating delinquency and of rehabilitating 
offenders. 

Outdoor recreation in my opinion, I hasten to add, is not a type of 
pill, a tranquilizer drug, which one can take and obtain an immediate 
cure of his troubles. Rarther, outdoor recreation over a period of 
time, particularly during the formative years, helps develop confidence, 
a wholesome attitude toward life and certainly better perspective to- 
ward the world we live in. 

Outdoor recreation opportunity for all people, then, has been and 
should continue to be a basic characteristic of our total culture. 

2. Outdoor recreation requires space and the use, but not necessarily 
the consumption of basic natural resources. Recreation use of re- 
sources may conflict with other resources uses, but they are seldom 
mutually exclusive. When they become so, it is usually the result of 
poor planning or no planning at all. 

3. Burgeoning cities, spiraling population, expanding industry, 
more efficient single purpose land and water management, coupled 
with increasing losses of land, water and production to such new de- 
velopments as airports, superhighways and the like, crowd more heav- 
ily on resources available for outdoor recreation pursuits. 

To illustrate: When we became a Nation, the citizens of the Original 
Thirteen Colonies could look westward clear across the continent, to 
space, lands, waters, and the resources of them amounting to just about 
600 acres for each man, woman and child. Population had increased 
at such a rate, that when Alaska was added in 1867, the 600-acre figure 
had already been reduced to 60. Today, this has been further cut 
to about 1314. When my sons reach their most prodactive years their 
individual] share will be but 10 acres each. Their sons will sustain a 
further reduction to about 8 acres each; 8 acres upon which they will 
be entirely dependent for everything that makes up their way of life; 
8 acres for home, garage, schools, streets, heliports, factories, corn- 
fields, wheatlands, forest products, minerals, and yes, hunting, fishing, 
camping, mountain climbing, birdwatching, wilderness, adventure, and 
all the other wholesome, enjoyable, and rewarding activities we have 
available in the outdoors now. 

What we are urging here today is that we make an intelligent, con- 
sidered, and comprehensive start on a program which will assure fu- 
ture generations that the 8 acres will contain a relative abundance, 
undiminished in scope and quality, of the outdoor recreation oppor- 
tunities we believe so essential. 

We do not propose that there be an end to expanding suburbia, and 
it mushrooms around every city. At the same time I cannot forget 
that my home in Jefferson County occupies an acre which but a few 
years ago helped feed the city of Denver as well as producing a good 
annual crop of pheasants. As a result more intensive cultivation oc- 
curs on other agricultural] lands, and the sportsman must travel far- 
ther afield for fewer and fewer birds. 

We do not propose that there be on end to superhighways. After 
all they enable us to travel farther afield in the search for the out- 
doors. But we cannot forget, either, that the superhighway takes 
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some 35 or 45 acres per mile out of production, and so exerting still 
greater pressure on remaining lands. Nor can we forget that just 
bumper to bumper parking of ‘the cars and trucks today requires 600,- 
000 acres for that single use. 

We do not propose that there be an end to any constructive prog- 
ress, each of us is an inescapable part of it. We do propose that a 
good start be made toward incorporating outdoor recreation oppor- 
tunity into all our planning efforts. 

4. Due to great improvement in basic economic conditions, in lei- 
sure, in transport ation, more people are spending more time in out- 
door recreation activity. The statistics are well known. Not included 
in the statistics, but very evident from my own observations, and I 
may add, very much to my deep personal satisfaction, the so-called 
underprivileged groups are participating in outdoor recreation ac- 
tivity at an equal or even higher rate of increase. Population in- 
creases prodigiously, and due to many factors more and more of them 
look to the outdoors for recreation opportunity ; each of them is spend- 
ing more time, almost twice as much, in the outdoors than he did just 
10 years ago. What will be the impact when most of America is on the 
4-day week. 

5. These trends will continue, there will be no stopping them short 
of another world conflagration—God forbid. We must study care- 
fully and analyze comprehensiv ely these trends, that we can take them 
fully and intelligently into account as we make our plans for the 
future. 

6. Outdoor recreation is, of course, no single activity, nor does the 
recreationist necessarily go afield with but a single objective in mind. 
To the fisherman, if his objective is simply to hoist a fish from the 
stream, or derrick a rainbow from the depths of Granby Reservoir, he 
could save time, money, and effort by catching his fish from the chicken 
wire ponds at so much per pound, with no gamble whatsoever involved. 

If the hiker seeks only physical exertion, he can doubtless obtain it 
cheaper, more conveniently, and more scientific: uly at a gymnasium. 

If the birdwatcher simply wishes to look at and identify birds, again 
he can do that cheaper and more conveniently at a city zoo or museum, 
with signs provided as well against which to check his identification. 

The outdoor recreationist is not a single-purpose creature. He seeks 
a great many satisfactions on his trips, with the major objective fre- 
quently being little more than a socially acceptable excuse. There must 
be deep-seated anthropological reasons why society doesn’t frown on 
fishing as a contagious form of loafing. 

The stream fisherman wants the sound of the running water, the 
feel of the smooth rocks under his feet, the overhanging willows which 
give shade and cool the water, and intercept his backcast. He wants 
the chance to outwit the trout, and to enjoy the impertinent camp rob- 
ber begging for part of hislunch. On Granby he wants the sun rising 
over the Front Range and absorbing the early morning mists, the slap 
of waves against the prow of his boat, the purr of his outboard, the 
leisurely lunch cooked on shore, and righteous wrath when he hooks 
bottom and loses his Pop Geer, leader, and length of line. 

The birdwatcher wants all of nature and the feeling that he is not 
entirely an intruder in the natural scene. 

So outdoor recreation cannot be measured just in terms of fish in the 
creel, game in the bag, or check marks on a bird list, any more than a 
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forest can be measured solely in board-feet or a watershed in acre-feet 
of runoff. 

7. Sound and scientific planning, of any type and for any purpose, 
can be achieved only when based on the facts with clear-cut objectives 
described with precise definitions. That is why we hire architects. 
Any competent craftsman can construct a house that will provide shel- 
ter and conform with the minimum building codes. The architect, 
however, can design into the structure those things and that precise 
layout which will give it the maximum livability as a home, and with 
provision for the addition of Junior and others as they come along. 
The real quality which he designs into the home has square feet as only 
one factor. 

8. Outdoor recreation is not a matter strictly of public lands— 
Federal, State, and local. As has been suggested, 80 percent of all 
hunting occurs on private lands and waters. I am sure that a sizable 
portion of all other forms of outdoor recreation occur on private lands 
and waters or are basically dependent upon them. ‘This is a particu- 
larly sensitive aspects of the whole problem we are discussing, and will 
become an increasingly important part of all our program objectives of 
the future. 

9. Outdoor recreation is, of course, big business. Last year’s sur- 
vey revealed that hunting and fishing alone stimulate business to the 
tune of $3 billion annually. Add all other forms of outdoor recrea- 
tion and the figure might be 3 or 4 times as much. The recreation 
we speak of does not exist to create business and industry. The eco- 
nomic benefits are byproducts of activities each with its own intrinsic 
value. 

In essence, then, we can anticipate a far greater population, and 
a far gr eater need and demand for outdoor recreation opportunity. 
At the same time, we are faced with a diminishing supply of the re- 
sources upon which these opportunities depend. Moreover, in far 
too many areas there is deterioration in the remaining resources. It 
is time, as the chairman has said, that we stop and take a good hard 
look at the situation. That, as we see it, is the purpose and objective 
of this legislation-——to stop and take a good hard look at outdoor 
recreation today and its potentials for tomorrow. 

There are several fundamental reasons why we believe a commission, 
such as is proposed in this legislation, is required. 

1. Outdoor recreation is not the sole concern of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, the States, communities, or private groups and individuals. 
Iti is the concern of all. 

The recreational use of resources is not something separate and 
nats from other resource uses and from the rest of our economic 
and social system. 

3. Outdoor recreation is not a matter just of forests and parks, 
reservoirs and other public properties managed for the benefit of the 
public. It involves directly or indirectly all lands and waters. 

4. The need at this time for the broadest and most comprehensive 
study precludes the possibility of its being carried out successfully 
by any one agency or group, or by any combination of several. It 
will require the thoughtful cooperation of all. 

5. The study will provide the base upon which national policy 
may be developed and will be drawn upon as well by every kind of 
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agency and group in the development of their own policies and pro- 
grams. 

6. As the Nation’s first real effort in this aspect of long-range 
planning, it is imperative that the study, its evaluations and its rec- 
ommendations reflect as accurately and realistically as possible the 
full national viewpoint. 

We believe the Commission, with an advisory council as proposed, 
most nearly represents the quality and character of the body needed 
to make such an important study. Moreover, its makeup, at topmost 
level, will command respect and achieve the degree of cooperation 
necessary, will assure full use of existing data and avoid duplication 
and waste motion. 

The several States have been making excellent progress in this gen- 
eral field the past few years. Primarily they have been rightly con- 
cerned in the first instance in attempting to provide for their own 
citizens. More and more, however, they are realizing that their out- 
door recreation resources, opportunities, and potentials have regional 
and national significance. They have been groping for effective means 
to achieve greater coordination and Seen among their various 
programs for the greater value to all. Such organizations as the In- 
ternational Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commis- 
sioners, similar regional associations, or the National Conference on 
States Parks evidence this need and this trend. This proposed legis- 
lation recognizes the importance of State responsibilities and pro- 
grams, and I believe will provide a great opportunity for real assist- 
ance to the States at this critical juncture, and assistance available 
through no other means. 

The legislation sets a target date for completion of the study and for 
publication of the Commission’s report, with its evaluations and rec- 
ommendations, and a date when all its affairs are to be wound up and 
closed. We are not interested in adding permanently to Govern- 
ment’s already overcomplex structure. 

At the same time we recognize fully that a short term “crash” pro- 
gram will not take care of our needs in this area forever. Outdoor 
recreation resources and opportunities will require continued study 
and analysis, just as any other aspect of the total resource picture. [ 
believe that in the course of the review, as an inevitable byproduct, 
that the Commission will develop ideas about how the inventory, data, 
and evaluations may best be kept up to date and made universally 
available to those concerned with recourse planning for recreation use. 

Congress itself will have those determinations to make in the future, 
and the experience of this Commission would provide a much more 
sound basis of fact upon which to make them. 

Important in the consideration of this legislation are the questions: 
How to implement the Commission; and how much will it cost ? 

It will cost money, that’s for sure. Attached to this statement is a 
breakdown of principal costs—probably rather arbitrary, but at least 
drawn up with some relationship to the functions and responsibilities 
which the Commission would assume. 

The figure at the bottom of the sheet totals $1,534,050. That sounds 
like a lot to me personally but spent over 3 fiscal years it represents 
about one-sixtieth of 1 percent of the economic value of hunting and 
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fishing alone; and perhaps one two-hundredth of 1 percent of the eco- 
nomic value of all outdoor recreation with which it will be concerned, 

Commission: There are seven members of the Commission eligible 
for a per diem allowance in lieu of salary when actually engaged in 
Commission business. I would estimate that this would. average out 
at about 114 Commissioner-days per day during the course of the re- 
view. Added to this would be travel costs, principally expended in 
carrying out field hearings. 

Advisory council: Provision is made in the legislation to defray 
travel and subsistence costs of council members when attending the 
regular meetings of the council. It would likely be advantageous, as 
well, for them to attend some of the field hearings, particularly when 
held in their own areas. Many of the members, principally Bureau 
liaison officers, would be located in Washington where travel and sub- 
sistence expense would be no particular factor. 

Staff: An adequate and highly competent staff will be required, 
because on them will fall the brunt of a tremendous volume of paper- 
work, conferences, interviews, the specific development of question- 
naires and other means of securing data and opinion; the endless com- 
pulapone, the collating of material into form usable by the Commission 
itself. 

Keymen on the staff would be the executive secretary, to whom the 
Commission would look for direction of staff and for administrative 
efficiency in getting the job done. 

We have suggested 3 key assistants, 1 to take charge of fiscal mat- 
ters, housekeeping functions, mimeographing, mailing, files, steno- 
graphic pool, and the like; and 2 general assistants to divide between 
them supervision of the regional specialists. 

We have suggested that the study be made by regions, possibly 
12 of them, placing a regional specialist in charge of each. This 
will serve for greater efficiency, better coordination of data originat- 
ing within specific and comparable areas, and greatly simplify de- 
velopment of the final report in such form as will be of maximum 
usefulness to States and groups of States. 

Staff people will attend field hearings, they will have other travel 
to perform in carrying out their assignments for the Commission. 

Printing and office supplies will add up to a sizable amount, but 
correspondence is cheaper than travel and long-distance telephone, 
and should be used whenever possible. 

A stenographic and clerical staff will be necessary. 

The Commission and its staff operations will consume something 
more than half of this suggested budget. The balance to be expended 
in grants-in-aid to universities and colleges, State agencies, or other 
agencies or organizations when in the judgment of the Commission 
the data needed can best and most efficiently be secured in that way. 

The amounts are arbitrary. The suggestion of grants to univer- 
sities would finance 50 two-year fellowships, or the equivalent; that to 
State agencies would finance 50 technicians for 2 years, or the equiv- 
alent, to work on Commission assignments under State-agency super- 
vision; other contracts might include financing the cost of a study to 
be made by the International Association of Game, Fish, and Con- 
servation Commissioners at the request of the Commission, or inves- 
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tigations by such group as the economic research bureau of the Uni- 
versity of Colorado. 

As I say, it looks to me like a lot of money, but when I look at the 
sizé and importance of the task, which one way or another must be 
accomplished or be lost by default, I am sure that I am overly con- 
servative. 

The Izaak Walton League of America appreciates the privilege 
of presenting our views before this distinguished committee, 

(The table referred to follows :) 


Estimated costs: Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, July 1, 
1957—June $1, 1960 
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Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Penfold, for a very comprehensive ‘and 
enlightening statement. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Asprnaty. I wish to congratulate Mr. Penfold on a very in- 
clusive and succinct statement at the same time. 

You heard the testimony given by our colleague, Mr. Doyle,’ and 
his suggestion that we do not keep the activity known as picnicking; 
that is, the facilities necessary, out of this study. Of course, there 
is no intention to do that, is there? In other words, that is one of 
the activities that goes along with recreation, and the study will in- 
clude that activity as well as any other? 

Mr. Penroxp. I think, Mr. Aspinall, that probably it would have 
taken all of this space to ‘have listed all of the activities that might be 
included, and properly. 

Mr. Asprnau. I notice, Mr. Penfold, in the report of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, that they make certain suggested amendments 
and they refer to the fact that studies have been made heretofore and 
that they have not been conclusive. 
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Now, it is because of the history of this program—what has been 
done and what has not been done heretofore—and the fact that there 


has been no united effort, that this legislation is now proposed. Is 
that correct ? 


Mr. Penrorp. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Asprnatu. Together with the significant and greater problems 
that are coming to our attention every day because of the increase 


in population and because of reduction of the land areas which might 
be put to this use ? 


Mr. Penror. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaut. There was an act passed recently—that is, within 
the last 25 years, the act of June 23, 1936, to authorize the study of 
the public park, parkway, and recreational-area programs in the 
United States, and for other purposes, w hich was more or less inclu- 
sive. But in that act itself the first sentence reads: 


That, the Secretary of the Interior— 
here we have our old jurisdictional question— 


hereinafter referred to as the Secretary, is authorized and directed to cause 
the National Park Service to make a comprehensive study, other than on lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, of the public park, 
parkway, and recreational-area programs of the United States— 


and so forth. 


It would be impossible under such an act as this one to which I have 
just made reference to do the work and do the studies that you have 
mmind. Is that correct? 

Mr. Penrotp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnat. Because of the fact that the jurisdictional matter did 
enter in, and the Forest Service—which includes so much of the land 
area of the United States—was not a party to the study, naturally no 
recommendations that were made could have too much constructive 
effect upon their areas. 

In the same report that the Department of Agriculture has sent up, 
they suggest that the membership of the Commission should be 
changed : so that it would include a member of the Department of Agri- 
culture, and also a member of the Department of the Interior ; and also 
so that it would include representatives of the Committees on Agri- 
culture in the House and in the Senate. Can you give the committee 
your thinking about this suggestion from the Department of Agri- 
culture? In other words, what was in the minds of those who pre- 
pared this legislation relative to the membership on the Commission ? 

Mr. Penrotp. Certainly our thinking as to the membership of the 
Commission would be based on having represented on that Commis- 
sion the best qualified and the most interested persons as individuals. 

Mr. Asrrnatt. Was it your thinking that an administrative officer 
of the Federal Government would be able to make any wiser decision 
or render any more effective service than, we will say, the laymen of 
the country? And is not there a possibility that a member of the ad- 
ministrative departments of our Federal Government on the Commis- 
sion might not be able to work as effectively in finding the answers that 
are desired as a layman of the country ? 

Mr. Penrorp. Well, particularly with all the technical knowledge of 
the departments available to the Commission on a consultative basis, 
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which I think the legislation includes. Personally, when we are trying 
to find a means to approach a broad policy that will have great impact, 
not only on the population of the Federal Government itself, but will 
filter down to the States, to the counties, to private organizations, and 
so on, I think we should make the effort to avoid any preponderance of 
a particular point of view as might be expressed by one department or 
another department which is involved in carrying the particular pro- 
grams. 

Mr. Asrinaty. Now I wish to be perfectly fair to the Department 
of Agriculture’s report, because I am not critical in any manner of the 


suggestions which they make. In their report they make the following 
statement : 


If proposed legislation were enacted, the Department of Agriculture would 
expect to carry out the inventory on the lands it administers and would cooperate 


fully with the Commission. 

Was that in the minds of those who drafted this legislation, that is, 
that different administrative departments and agencies would be called 
upon to furnish, under their own direction, and with their own per- 
sonnel, information that would be pertinent for the Commission’s use ? 

Mr. Penroip. Certainly just as individual State agencies—the Game 
and Fish Department of Clorade, for example—would be called upon 
to provide such information in the particular sphere of operation, 
where they have more information than anyone else. Very definitely. 

Mr. Asprnatu. In other words, there was no desire on the part of 
those drafting the legislation to foreclose the services or the interests 
of any agency of the Government; or, for that matter, any interest of 
the United States where some contribution could be made? 

Mr. Penrotp. We want to make the fullest possible use of all their 
skills and knowledge; certainly. 

Mr. Asptnaty. That is all, Madam Chairman, at the present time. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr, Penfold, I would just like to join with my colleague 
from Colorado in complimenting you for your statement on the bill. 
As he stated, you have been one of the moving forces behind this leg- 
islation, which has gotten the legislation to where we are now holding 
hearings on it. 

I have no question at thistime. I will reserve my time. 

Mrs. Prost. Judge Shuford. 

Mr. Suvrorp. I have no questions at this time. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Westland. 

Mr. WestLanp. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercatr. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any other committee questions? 

Mr. Toomson. Madam Chairman ? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. Txomson. I would like to join in commending Mr. Penfold 
for his statement and for the work he has done on this bill, as well 
as for the correspondence I have received from the members of the 
organization he represents relative thereto. _ 

I would like to congratulate the committee members who have 
worked to formulate this bill for the job they have done. When I 
saw that good job, I saw no place where I could add to it by entering 
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a bill, and so I saw no reason to do so. I offer my wholehearted sup- 
port to the legislation, and I extend my thanks to the gentleman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowern. I want to join my colleague from Colorado, Mr. 
Aspinall, in commending Mr. Penfold on a very fine statement. 

I think everyone recognizes you as an authority on this subject, 
and I am sure the members of this committee will look upon your 
statement with great respect, and that it will have great weight in their 
deliberations. 

I appreciate the statement you have given to the committee, and I 
intend to support this legislation. 

Mr. Penroip. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I understand our counsel, Mr. Abbott, wishes to ask 


a question in line with some of the questions I asked. I ask that he be 
permitted to do so. 


Mrs. Prost. Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Assorr. Thank you, Mr. Aspinall and Madam Chairman. 
Mr. Penfold, in light of the questions asked by Mr. Aspinall, and 1 
2 of your comments, 2 basic questions. 

Since the Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Forestry 
Service, the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, the TVA, 
the Bureau of Land Management, and other Federal agencies, either 
through lands they administer or their basic functions, are all directly 
or indirectly involved in recreation resources gr resource manage- 
ment at this time, do you, or does your organization have any concern 
in connection with this legislation that great soriahcdon ‘ation should be 
given to recommendations which might | go in the direction of fixing 
in one Federal agency basic responsibility for such resource manage- 
ment at the Federal level ? 

Mr. Penroip. No; I do not think we have any such idea in mind. 

Mr. Asnorr. Do you intend to inelude in the direction given to the 
Commission an obligation to make recommerdations relating to con- 
solidation at the Federal level, or to make recommendations with re- 
spect to coordination at the Federal level? 

Mr. Penrorp. I think that inevitably out of this kind of study will 
come some thinking and some recommendations as to ways and means 
whereby we can do a better job in this whole area of outdoor recrea- 
tion. What those recommendations might be, I am certainly not pre- 
pared tosay. I do not know. 

Mr. Asprnati. Madam Chairman, if I might interrupt at this time. 
In other words, there is no preconceived idea of what is going to grow 
out of this legislation or the findings of the Commission. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Penrorp. As far as f am concerned, that is correct; yes, sir. I 
am sure it is for my own organization, because we have discussed 
that aspect. 

Mr. Anporr. In that same connection, Mr. Penfold, do you see any 
merit in the committee giving consideration to that very point ii con- 
nection with its consideration of the language which is in H. R. 3594, 
and others, that is, as to whether specific direction should be given to 
this proposed Commission for ascertaining the views of the people at 
the local level and the experts in these matters who would be appointed 


.2086—57 


or 
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as to the desirability of consolidation or a revised and more precise 
coordination at the Federal level ? 

Mr. Penrotp. I think that as this study gets underway and the 
Commission holds hearings in the field, takes testimony and gets re- 
ports from a wide variety of groups, State agencies and the rest, that 
such suggestions will be made. I kind of have the feeling myself that, 
if that were set up as an objective of this Commission to come up with 
some type of new organization, it might result in sort of rigging the 
study, and having that more important than trying to get the basic 
data on which such a decision eventually would be made by this com- 
mittee and the Congress itself on the basis of the facts that have been 
developed. 

Mr. Assort. Are you saying, Mr. Penfold that perhaps this group 
should concentrate on assembling the facts and making basic or gen- 
eral recommendations, and let the Congress draw what conclusions 
might be drawn from the facts in this particular area ? 

Mr. Penroip. That is my own feeling about it; yes. 

Mr. Assort. I think that is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. WestLanpb. I would just like to ask the gentleman one question. 

Does he have anything against golf? 

Mr. Penroxp. No, sir; I used to play. 

Mr. Westianp. I just do not like to see it specifically excluded from 
the bill. 

Mr. Penrorp. May I speak briefly to that question? 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Penroip. I know that my own thinking in the exclusion of 
what we might call urban recreation development is due to the fact—I 
do not mean to belittle any of those activities, because they are highly 
important also—but I felt it might be better in this legislation to ex- 
clude it, so that we do not have the whole emphasis put on municipal 
recreation, and every city in the country coming in to see how they 
can get some kind of a program that is going to give them more funds 
for this, that, and the other thing, and exclude the biggest part, the 
thing we are actually after, outdoor recreation. 

Mr. WestLANnp. Have you ever played golf on the course at Banff? 

Mr. Penrotp. No, sir. 

Mr. WestLanp. Have you ever seen it ? 

Mr. Penroxp. No, sir. 

Mr. Westtanp. It is the most beautiful setting in the world, the 
Canadian Rockies. 

Mr. Weaver. For Mr. Penfold’s information, I should remind him 
that the gentleman who addressed the question is the former national 
amateur golf champion. 

Mr. Westianp. I do not know whether to thank you for that or 
not [Laughter. | 

Mr. Weaver. I mention that merely to show your interest in the 
sport. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Penfold. 

Mr. Penrotp. Thank you, Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. We have with us our colleague from California, Con- 
gressman Hagen, author of one of the bills. We are happy to have you 
here, Congressman. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hacren. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and members of the 
committee. 

I want to qualify as an amateur witness in this matter, and also as 
the author of one of these bills. 

I think the first premise we must start from is that there is a lag 
between the proper utilization of our natural resources of forests and 
water and so forth, and the growing demands upon them for usage 
for recreational purposes. In that phrase “recreational purposes,” 
of course, you can include almost anything including fishing, bathing, 
boating, and so forth. 

I think it is apparent this lag has been taking place. 

There have been various proposals made from time to time, most of 
which deal with the national forests exclusively. 

For example, Congressman Metcalf and others have, over the years, 
introduced bills which would automatically set aside a certain per- 
centage of forest revenues to be plowed back into providing recrea- 
tional facilities in the forests. Those bills have not gone anyplace, 
one reason being that the Appropriations Committees, as I understand 
it, feel it is their prerogative annually to decide what moneys will go 
back out of the Treasury into the forests. So that that method of 
approach has not proved to be successful. 

In addition, of course, the Forest Service appears annually in sup- 
port of a budget which includes some items for recreation with respect 
to their jurisdiction. However, their decisions are, as I understand it, 
dictated to a degree by the Bureau of the Budget. In other words, they 
may know that the sum of $5 million for whatever they are requesting 
in a given year is inadequate, but once it is in the budget that is their 
position. 

So that they are really, in asking for the small amounts they have 
traditionally been asking for, violating what they know to be a proper 
judgment of what is adequate. 

So that, actually, I think there is a necessity for some semi, at least, 
governmental agency which would be qualified to report to the Con- 
gress on the real needs of this country for provision of recreational 
facilities. This legislation proposed would certainly accomplish that, 
because you would have a body comprised in part of Members of Con- 
gress, with the reminder coming from the executive department; you 
would have a large broad-based advisory group, which would rep- 
resent responsible groups in each area of the country, and the recom- 
mendations of this body would carry some authority. 

Two years ago, I believe it was, I had the payee of traveling in 
the western part of the United States with a subcommittee of the House 
Agricultural Committee concerned with this problem as it related to 
the national forests. We were in the chairman’s district, we were in 
Colorado in Congressman Aspinall’s district, and in each stage of 
our journey we were accompanied by the leading officials of the Forest 
Service. One fact that struck me was that in each region we were 
advised that, if it had not been for the fact that the Civilian Conserva- 
tion Corps had made certain improvements in the forests, here would 
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be no improvements in our national forests whatsoever, with some 
minor exceptions. 

Of course, the days of the CCC are long since past, and the pres- 
sure of population on outdoor recreation has increased tremendously. 

In one area in my district, in the Kern River Canyon, which is read- 
ily accessible to Los Angeles County, on 1 weekend I believe there were 
50,000 people up there, with facilities suitable for accommodating 
only two or three thousand. 

One of the side effects of this lack of adequate facilities, of course, 
is the danger that citizens wandering into unpoliced areas cause from 
the standpoint of fire hazards. That is another aspect of this problem. 

I have confined myself largely to the national forests because that 
is the subject I know most about, but I am certain that the money 
which would be required to run this advisory program would be money 
well invested. 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Congressman Hagen. 

Are there questions / 

Mr. Asprnauu. Inasmuch as the gentleman from California has made 
reference to his visit to the national-forest areas in western Colorado, 
I am glad to advise that the Forest Service does have some fine facili- 
ties for recreational pleasure in the area, and that they are now with- 
drawing small tracts of land universally over my area to provide for 
camping facilities. 

Of course, their difficulty is that they do not have the money. If 
they just had the money to take care of the proper development of 
those areas and supervision of them, there is no question but what they 
would do a wonderful job, which they do with the limited funds they 
have. 

Mr. Hacen. Congressman Aspinall, I am certain of that. Of 
course, you represent a portion of a very beautiful State. But the 
Forest. Service is somewhat handicapped. Once they sit down with 
their budget, and the Budget Bureau says, “This has got to go,” and 
then they come up here, they cannot testify, “Well, we know that this 
amount is adequate, but this is what we are asking.” 

They say, “This will do the job.” 

One of the officials from the Forest Service, appearing before the 
Committee on Agriculture on the Metcalf bill and others, admitted 
that—that they know the inadequacy of these budget amounts, but 
they are precluded from making a case. 

Mr. Mercatr. Madam Chairman? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercatr. I want to thank my good friend Congressman Hagen 
for bringing up the other bill for financing National Forest Service 
appropriations pending in his own committee. However, this bill, of 
course, is much broader than that. Even if we are able to obtain, 
through the approach T have suggested and which you mentioned, or 
by adequate appropriations, a complete and comprehensive program of 
development of recreational facilities in the Forest Service: we still 
would not know all about the other recreational facilities that should 
be integrated, perhaps, with those in all the other Federal agencies, 
all the State agencies, all the community facilities: and even private 
agencies that are operating. So, even if we had adequate appropria- 
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tion for the Forest Service, it would not carry out the overall purpose 
of this legislation. 

Mr. Hagen. I recognize that, Mr. Metcalf. I might also say that I 
think this Commission might well develop a national policy on wilder- 
ness areas, for example, versus a more comprehensive use. This is a 
very touchy question—matching the desires of those persons who want 
an absolute wilderness against those persons who want a broader pub- 
lic use—and a recommendation from a commission of this kind might 
resolve some of the conflicts which have occurred in the past. 

I know there have been bills introduced to deal with this wilderness 
question separately, whereas I think it should be part of an overall 
policy. 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Congressman Hagen. 

The next witness is Harlean James, secretary of the American Plan- 
ning and Civie Association. 


STATEMENT OF HARLEAN JAMES, SECRETARY, AMERICAN 
PLANNING & CIVIC ASSOCIATION 


Miss James. I am Harlean James, executive secretary of the Ameri- 
can Planning & Civic Association, which has for more than 50 years 
been active in conservation work. It just happens that the association 
was one Of those who took the lead long before my day in securing the 
legislation creating the National Park Service. 

[ have been very much interested in the statements made here this 
morning, and so far as their expressions of purpose are concerned, I 
am thoroughly in accord with them. 

Like Congressman Doyle, I have visited practically all of the na- 
tional parks, most of the State parks, many of the local parks. I 
have ridden down the crest of the Sierras, the whole length of the John 
Muir Trail. I know the back country as well as the automobile coun- 
try. Therefore, I have at heart the interest of developing recreation 
areas for the American people. 

This bill would provide one way of making a survey, but I call your 
attention to the fact—this has already been mentioned here this morn- 
ing—that under the act of 1936 the National Park Service has been 
authorized to do practically all of the things—not in so many words— 
as are authorized in this bill. 

That bill passed, of course, late in the thirties, and the Park Service 
did make a very preliminary survey. Then, as you know, along came 
World War II, with appropriations cut to the bone, and the Park 
Service had very inadequate funds for its current needs. After World 
War II, the patronage in the national parks doubled, and the Service 
has had a very difficult time catching up, naturally. At the same time, 
it did publish a preliminary study. 

Along other lines, the Park Service has made a very careful recrea- 
tional survey of the needs in Alaska. It has cooperated in these vari- 
ous river-basin studies, and represented there the recreational needs. 

It has made two surveys of the Atlantic coast, and the gulf coast, 
hunting for seashore recreational areas of all types and kinds. It is 
now, with private funds, planning to make a similar survey of the 
Pacific coast and the Great Lakes area. 
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Now, with mission 66, the Service has funds available to start such 
a survey on July 1, 1957. 


It has seemed to us that, if these plans could be carried out, prac- 
tically all of the objectives which are outlined here, and with which we 
are in the deepest sympathy, would be accomplished sooner, more effi- 
ciently, and with less expense, although I would not begrudge any 
amount of money spent on these needs. 

Therefore, it has seemed to us and our board voted that we go on 
record as not favoring new legislation at this time, but favoring the 
procedure under the existing legislation, so that the survey already well 
projected could take place. 

I think that is all I have to say. 

(The prepared statement submitted by Miss James follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN PLANNING AND ClIvIC ASSOCIATION 


S. 846, by Senator Clinton Anderson and others would set up a new Federal 
agency—a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, composed 
of 15 members—S8 from Congress and 7 citizens known to be informed of and con- 
cerned with the preservation and development of outdoor recreation resources, 
and experienced in reSource-conservation planning for multiple-resources uses, 
to be appointed by the President. Also there is to be an advisory council, com- 
posed of liaison officers appointed by the Federal agencies involved and 25 addi- 
tional members appointed by the Commission from the States, representing some 
16 categories. 

We are in favor of a competent survey of recreational resources of the United 
States. But we beg to submit that such a survey is actually underway as of 
July 1, 1957, under the auspices of the National Park Service, as authorized 
by the act of June 23, 1936 (49 Stat. 1894). The act provides that “The Secretary 
is authorized and directed, through the National Park Service, to seek and 
accept the cooperation and assistance of Federal departments or agencies hav- 
ing jurisdiction of lands belonging to the United States” and in cooperation with 
the States and such Federal agencies to plan for adequate outdoor recreation 
areas for the American people. 

Under authority of the act the National Park Service cooperated with 37 States 
in developing preliminary park and recreation plans; but the program was inter- 
rupted by World War II, though in 1941 a report was published under the 
title “A Study of the Park and Recreation Problem of the United States.” From 
1940 to 1956 it is well known that the National Park Service was on a starvation 
diet in the matter of appropriations while in the immediate postwar years the 
visitors to the parks had doubled. 

Even in this interim the National Park Service participated in basinwide and 
regional planning studies, working closely with interagency committees concerned 
with water-resource development and representing the recreation planning in- 
terests in these studies. The National Park Service has conducted a survey and 
prepared preliminary plans for preservation and use of recreation resources in 
Alaska. Also last year the Service conducted a survey of the Atlantic and gulf 
coast seashore areas suitable for public recreation and with donated funds which 
have just been made available will conduct similar studies on the Pacific coast 
and the Great Lakes region. 

And now with mission 66 funds available July 1, 1957, the National Park Serv- 
ice plans to cooperate with Federal and State agencies to develop a nationwide 
recreation plan. Within the Service there is a standing Division of Recreation 
Resources and a Division of State Cooperation both of which have established 
working relationships with Federal and State agencies. 

It is our belief that this recreation resources Survey is well underway with 
every indication that it will cover the ground outlined in this proposed new 
legislation; that it will be conducted by experienced surveyors with a minimum 
of lost motion and expenditures. We, therefore, recommend that no new legis- 
lation be enacted at this time. 


Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 
Are there questions? 
Mr. Asrrnatt. Madam Chairman. 
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You say that, Miss James, and at the same time acknowledge that 
what is being done at the present time is only piecemeal and limited. 
Is that not correct ? 

Miss James. That is certainly true, but there are perfectly well- 
understood reasons for that. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Is that any reason, or is that a good and valid 
reason, in your thinking, that we should not undertake the overall 
inclusive study of these recreational values and the needs of the 
American people as related to resources that we have? 

Miss James. I believe that that is what the National Park Service 
will do, if it is permitted to go ahead. 

Mr. AspinatL. You say that in spite of the fact that you heard me 
refer awhile ago—— 

Miss James. Yes, I did. 

Mr. AsprnaLu (continuing). That excludes most of the land area 
which can be used for this purpose from the jurisdiction of the 
studying group? 

Miss James. I do not know what you mean by the exclusion of the 
land area. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I read 

Miss James. Yes, I know. 

Mr. Asrrnatx (continuing). From the last act. 

Miss James. I know. I read the act, too. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I have been advised that the lands under the De- 
partment of Agriculture and the Forest Service are excluded from the 
study of the National Park Service. 

Miss James. For the national park system. But for the survey 
that was authorized in 1936, I understand that the Secretary of Agri- 
culture has been asked, and has said that he would cooperate. Of 
course, I do not know about all of the ins and outs of things. 

Mr. Asptnauu. He has no right to cooperate in the first place. 
He has no valid authority to spend any money for that purpose, be- 
cause he is specifically excluded from the study. 

Miss James. That has not been the way the record was read to me. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That isall. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there further questions or remarks? 

Thank you very much. 

Our next witness is Fred B. Lifton, Outboard Boating Club of 
America, Chicago, Ill. 





STATEMENT OF FRED B. LIFTON, OUTBOARD BOATING CLUB OF 
AMERICA, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Lirron. Madam Chairman and members of the committee 

Mrs. Prosr. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Lirron. Madam Chairman, I have a prepared statement. I do 
not have it with me. It is being mailed from our office in Chicago, and 
I would ask leave of the committee to have it inserted in the record 
when it arrives. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Madam Chairman, reserving the right to object, and 
I shall object until the chairman of this subcommittee looks over the 
statement and sees that it is in order. And in view of the fact that 
there are many witnesses to appear here this morning, I would ask 
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unanimous consent that the gentleman’s testimony be limited to 5 
manutes, 


Mrs. Prost. You have heard the unanimous consent request. Is 
there objection ? 

If not, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Lirton. My name is Fred B. Lifton. I am here today repre- 
senting the Outboard Boating Club of America, of Chicago, Ill. 

The Outboard Boating Club of America, which is more familiarly 
known, I trust, simply as OBC in boating circles, is somewhat unique, 
in that it is both a trade association, representing the primary pro- 
ducers in this country of outboard motors, outboard boats, and boat 
trailers, but it is also a consumer organization, interested in all phases 
of boating activity, spending a great deal of money for promoting 
water safety, the development of facilities for watercraft, conserva- 
tion generally, fisheries research, and things of that nature. 

It certainly was my intent, even before the remarks by Congress- 
man Aspinall, to very briefly limit my remarks here this morning 
to what I think are some of the more salient features of this legislation. 

Indicating, as I have quite briefly, the functions of OBC, I think 
it should be quite apparent to the members of the committee that we 
do stand foursquare behind the legislation which has been introduced 
to create this review commission. 

As Mr. Penfold said earlier, I do not think it is necessary to here 
enunciate all the many, many reasons that such legislation is desirable. 
I think the bills that have been introduced speak for themselves in 
this regard. 

An inventory is always a desirable thing. I think that such a stock- 
taking is more important in the field of outdoor recreation, but it has 
only been within the past few years, you might say, that the impact of 
outdoor recreation has zoomed ahead, and now affects such a large por- 
tion of our population. 

I cannot speak with great familiarity on all aspects of outdoor re- 
creation. I can though, I believe, testify as to the tremendous growth 
in popularity and participation in the past decade of boating. I do 
not think we are being too egotistical in saying that this resource of 
ours, water, is a most important element in outdoor recreation, and 
more activities in outdoor recreation revolve about water than any 
other. 

The only reluctance I would mention at this time in regard to this 
legislation is that we do not treat this inventory as an excuse for put- 
ting off action in other regards. The plain truth is that we are today 
falling further and further behind in our efforts to provide people with 
facilities in outdoor recreation, and we cannot sit back and wait until 
this survey is finished, as important as it is. We have to keep going. 

There is other legislation pending before this Congress at this time, 
which is important in many regards that should be acted upon. There 
are activities in various departments of Government that should go 
forward, particularly in the field of facilities, because we have the 
distinct feeling that with each passing day we are gradually losing 
a little bit of ground in providing facilities for the people that are 
needed. 
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We would, if at all possible, like to see this inventory completed 
in a shorter period of time than the approximately 214 years that 
woul now be set up if it were to go into being this summer. 

As a very minor point, we think the name referred to in the legis- 
lation—National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission— 
is a very descriptive title, but it seems it would be a devil of a thing 
for people to remember. I wonder if we could not put our heads to- 
gether and come up with a title that would be much easier for people 
to remember. 

We are also apprehensive all we would get out of this study is an- 
other layer of Government. We are sure this is not the intention of 
this committee, but we simply do not want to create another agency 
to talk to, another agency to have to clear our figures with, and so 
forth. There is already a great deal of duplication. 

I am quite a novice down here, and do not know, but I hear of the 
Federal Interagency Commission for Recreation, as well as the multi- 
tude of Federal agencies that have already been mentioned, and I can- 
not say at this time I fully comprehend the exact function of each. 

Finally, I believe we should avoid duplication in the work of this 
Commission, if it is created, with the surveys and research performed 
and created by the many private organizations in this field. 

Again speaking of the boating field, we have an extensive program 
in the field of statistics. We can tell you who buys cutboard motors 
and equipment, where they come from down to each county, and 
metropolitan areas. 

I hope you will not be surprised to hear that there are 30 million 
people engaged in boating in the United States, and that is not an 
inconsiderable part of our population; and that upwards of 54% mil- 
lion pieces of boating equipment are used by these persons. 

Congressman Doyle a few minutes ago emphasized the importance 
of American family sport. That is also the criteria of our activities, 
family boating. 

We have an extensive survey of facilities that shows what boating 
facilities are in existence in every part of the United States and what 
are needed. 

I certainly would offer the aid of the Outdoor Boating Club of Amer- 
ica in any work of this review commission in terms of past surveys 
and what have you. 

We think that boating is extremely important. We think this Com- 
mission can show, for example, in outdoor recreation that boating is a 
lot more important in determining Federal appropriations than a few 
tons of fish in a commercial fishing operation. We think it can show 
in the long run that we have many, many miles of navigable water- 
ways that should not be closed by permitting six-span bridges over 
our waters, and we should not permit millions and millions of acres 
of very limited virgin land to be restricted to single activities, such 
as, for example, canoeing to the exclusion of all others. 

Mrs. Prost. I am sorry to interrupt, Mr. Lifton, but you have con- 
sumed 8 minutes. I had hoped you would be able to conclude your 
remarks within the 5-minute limitation. 

Are there questions from committee members? 

Mr. Asprwatn. Madam Chairman, I commend Mr. Lifton for a very 
interesting and very valuable statement. 
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May I ask you this question, Mr. Lifton: 

Will your written statement now conform to the statement you have 
just made orally ? 

Mr. Lirtron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aspinatt. Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
written statement be made a part of the record when the chairman and 
Dr. Miller, the ranking Republican on this subcommittee, find that it 
is in conformity with our rules of pr ocedure. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF FRED B. LIFTON OF THE OUTBOARD BOATING CLUB OF AMERICA 


The Outboard Boating Club of America is the national association of boating 
enthusiasts and outboard manufacturers, Its members include individual boat- 
ers; affiliated boating clubs, sportsmen’s organizations, and water-skiing clubs; 
dealers in boating equipment and supplies; manufacturers of boating equipment 
and supplies! and manufacturers of outboard boats, motors, and trailers. 

From the standpoint of organization, OBC is essentially a trade association. 
As such, it encompasses within its cooperative framework these groups: Out- 
board Motor Manufacturers Association, Outboard Boat Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, Boat Trailer Manufacturers Association, and dealers representing mem- 
bers of these associations, whose members account for a substantial majority 
of national production of outboard motors, boats, and boat trailers. 

From the standpoint of activities, OBC is essentially a consumer-service or- 
ganization. Virtually all of its efforts, and all of its funds, are directed toward 
serving the boating public. These efforts include boating safety education, fishery 
research, improvement of waterfront facilities, conservation, and expansion of 
waterway resources. 

Even so brief an account as the above of the functions and activities of the 
Outboard Boating Club of America should make it quite apparent that we stand 
foursquare in favor of the concept prompting the current proposals to create 
a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. 

We are supremely confident that this committee and the Congress as a whole 
will quickly give its approval to the philosophy of this proposal, and take those 
few steps which are immediately necessary to implement this program. 

It would be redundant to attempt to rephrase and amplify the basic reasons 
prompting the establishment of such a Commission. The identical bills which 
have been introduced to date by many Members of the Congress speak con- 
vincingly for themselves in this regard. 

Therefore, in this statement, OBC should like to confine itself primarily to 
commenting on some of the details of the proposal and to briefly outline the 
direction which we believe such a review Commission should best take. All of 
this will, of course, be done from the standpoint of a trade association and con- 
sumer organization concerned with the fullest utilization of our precious water- 
ways and in the welfare of the approximately 20 million persons who annually 
use almost 5 million outboard motors in the pursuit of happy hours of recreation. 

Today, there is no dispute as to the urgency of conserving our remaining out- 
door recreational resources in a manner consonant with their fullest possible 
use, and in a manner whereby our populace may find legitimate and healthful 
cutlets for recreation. The statistics documenting this need—-whether in terms 
of vastly increased use of our existing facilities, the growing trend toward in- 
creased leisure time, the drift away from vicarious entertainment to active 
participation, etc.—build an irrefutable case. 

An inventory—stocktaking—is always an invaluable aid toward obtaining a 
proper perspective. The importance of such a review in the field of outdoor 
recreation is especially obvious and potentially valuable. We cannot really 
say that it is long overdue because one of the unusual factors of this outdoor 
recreation situation is the phenomenal growth of many of its components. It 
has had a meteoric rise, and consequently many of its problems have burst 
upon us in a manner which find us partially unprepared to find the necessary 
solutions because we simply do not have enough raw data with which to work. 

The fact that we are in effect now staring down the “wrong end of the gun 
barrel” in this area not only accentuates the importance of a prompt and com- 
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plete inventory, but further dramatizes the urgency of moving rapidly ahead 
even while this inventory is in progress. During this period, we must be taking 
every possible step to accelerate the building of more facilities and the type 
of facilities that will benefit the greatest majority at the least possible cost. 
The plain truth is that at the present time we are falling further and further 
behind with each passing day with no present reasonable expectation of stem- 
ming this tide—let alone with catching up with both existing and potential 
demand. 

Just as one tiny indication of this we can note the many other bills now 
pending in the Congress which impinge upon this same area. There are such 
bills as S. 1164 and S. 1221 to enunciate a clear policy relative to the evaluation 
of recreational benefits resulting from the construction of flood control, navi- 
gation, and reclamation projects; programs such as Mission 66; legislation to 
create so-called wilderness area; legislation such as H. R. 4387 to invest certain 
additional functions in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, etc. 
There is the work already going forward of the Federal Inter-Agency Com- 
mittee on Recreation and comparable groups on the State level. There is much 
activity in such areas as the proper use of water supply reservoirs for recrea- 
tional purposes and the priority of recreation in water-rights legislation. 
There are countless areas with unlimited potential that are now remaining idle 
because of the absence of a few appurtenances that could literally transform 
barren wasteland into productive playland. 

Hence, first and foremost, the advocacy and passage of this legislation should 
not for a moment be considered a shelving of all recreational problems until 
the data shall have been gathered and the report written. We do not herewith 
endorse or reject, either in their entirety or in part, any of the specific matters 
mentioned in the last preceding paragraph. We merely wish to emphasize the 
importance of moving ahead steadily and with ever increasing tempo in seek- 
ing out the proper answers to our recreational problems. 

In this connection we would suggest the amendment of these proposals to 
require the submission of a report by the Review Commission by December 31, 
1958 if this is in any respect possible. 

Pushing the date of the report a year ahead should emphasize the critical 
importance of time, and highlight the fact we simply cannot afford to wait 
much longer for this information. Not only do we believe that the material 
can be completed in this shorter period, but that for several reasons this would 
be a more desirable breaking point, especially since it would come precisely at 
the end of the 85th Congress. 

We would also suggest that we all put our heads together and try to come 
up with a title equally as descriptive as National Outdoor Recreational Re- 
sources Review Commission, but one which as a title would be something less 
than a fistful of words. 

The pyramiding of governmental agencies without real justification seems to 
be a natural development. Great care must be taken to prevent this from 
occurring whenever a study group is created. While there is every conceivable 
justification and need for the taking of an inventory at this time, we must all 
be vigilant to see that we do not end up with some super Federal agency that 
will duplicate the work of the many other groups already in the field, either 
public or private. I believe we are all agreed that we do not desire to create 
simply another layer of government whose activities will eventually only further 
befog and complicate the subject matter. 

This is especially important in conversation work where all segments—water, 
fish, game, forests—must work together if desired results are to be achieved. 
Conservation work, by its very nature, calls for close cooperation. The com- 
ponents are too closely related to efficiently function independently, and too 
many groups working in the field can only result in confusion and diffuse al- 
ready sparse energies. 

We should also like to advance another cautionary suggestion: The very in- 
terest shown in this legislation by many private groups clearly not only evi- 
dences the widespread concern of many associations and individuals for prog- 
ress to be made, but it also demonstrates the importance of avoiding further 
duplication, overlapping and repetition by a review commission, whether in the 
guise of an inventory, study or what have you. There are also, of course, any 
number of existing Federal agencies which have entered the recreational arena. 

An important first step, therefore, will be to carefully ascertain what has been 
specifically accomplished in the various fields that make up the broad subject of 
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outdoor recreation, the precise extent of such pioneering work, and a determina. 
tion of exactly what sources can be utilized by a review commission to furnish 
reliable information based upon careful research and experience. 

To be specific for a moment, we of the Outboard Boating Club of America, 
after the expenditure of a great deal of effort—and money—feel confident in 
enumerating those aspects of recreational boating where our knowledge is de- 
tailed and extensive, if not exhaustive. We are also aware of those specifics 
where our work is still “cut out for us,” and where the efforts of a review com- 
mission would be most helpful. 

For example, we are positive that we can supply a commission or this com- 
mittee with the most exhaustive statistics available anywhere on the number 
of outboard motors, boats and trailers that have been purchased during the 
past 10 years and which are presently in use. Wecan pinpoint this information 
to specific counties and metropolitan areas almost anywhere in the United States. 
We can describe in detail the reasons people buy boating equipment, and the pro- 
portionate effect of each of these motivating factors. We can document, for 
example, the oft-quoted fact that it is the average American workman who is the 
backbone of the industry, thus rendering obsolete the term “yachting” in favor 
of “boating.” 

(This is far more than a mere matter of semantics. It indicates an overwhelm- 
ing trend that is most significant to a recreation resonres inventory.) We may 
take this one step further and show that the trend is not only to boating, but 
to “family boating.” Again, this is a definite factor important in planning our 
recreational resources needs. 

We have the most thorough survey ever attempted or completed of all existing 
launching and docking facilities in the entire country. From this and other 
data in our files we have an abundance of information as to which areas are 
most in need of facilities in the immediate future. 

We, of course, offer without hesitation all of the many resources of the Out- 
board Boating Club of America to facilitate the work of any group carrying on 
meritorious work in this field. We assume, further, that there are other or- 
ganizations who in their particular specialty could likewise be of assistance to 
a review commission. 

Without wishing to prejudge the results of any investigation in this area, we 
would hazard at this time that the most important factor to be taken into con- 
sideration in developing the many adequate facilities that we need today and 
will need in ever-increasing numbers in the future is to foster the multipurpose 
water facility. The day is definitely past when we can build a reservoir for 
water-storage purposes only, or build a dam for flood-control purposes only, or 
any other of a dozen possible examples of single-purpose construction. 

Harlier in this statement we spoke of the phenomenal growth of certain aspects 
of outdoor recreation. This emphasizes another key reason why an inventory 
today may accomplish a great deal of good. 

I seriously doubt anything can match the growth of recreational boating we 
have witnessed in the past decade. Small boats and motors are literally every- 
where, including large sections of our country that have never been associated 
with things nautical. Small craft dot the prairies as well as the traditional 
lake States. We at OBC have a program going in virtually every State in the 
country to promote safe pleasure boating, and to enact proper and adequate 
boating regulations. 

Yet, in all this, the economic facts of life relative to this phenomenal growth 
have not permeated many levels of our thinking and analysis. We find agencies 
of Government failing to take into consideration the tremendous investment that 
has been made in pleasure boating by the citizens of the United States. We, as 
a frank example, find recommendations being made regularly to expend State 
and Federal moneys on the basis of the movement by water of a few tons of 
fish while concurrently ignoring the requirements of millions of persons whose 
heart’s desire is to spend every possible moment fishing for sport. Which is 
more significant ? 

We hear of proposals to in effect allocate several acres of virgin land to every 
eanoeist who might partake of this resource once every several years. At the 
same time we have the anomaly of hundreds of thousands of motorboat en- 
thusiasts having to travel many, many miles to find a place to launch or dock 
their craft. Is this a wise use of our not unlimited resources for the greatest 
good? 

We find legislation being introduced which would close for at least several 
generations an untold number of miles of navigable rivers and streams through 
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the construction of fixed-span highway bridges. A few dollars saved today at 
what cost to the future? What has happened to our vaunted planning to 
meet the needs of tomorrow? 

In short, many planners have failed to keep in proper perspective and balance 
the present importance of recreational activities, and have likewise failed to 
keep in proper perspective the relative importance of those several activities which 
go to make up outdoor recreation. 

In summary, we again urge full throttle on the legislation to create this 
nationwide inventory of our outdoor recreational resources, 

We offer to any body so created the utmost cooperation of the Outboard Boat- 
ing Club of America and of the boating industry to both summarize existing 
data and to cooperatively look into the as yet unexplored areas. 

We emphasize that the most important element of outdoor recreation today 
revolves about the utilization of our water resources, 

Mr. Mercatr. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercarr. Mr. Lifton, you said that your organization, the OBC, 
is able to tell the number of boats purchased and used in every county ¢ 

Mr. Lirron. Substantially every county. 

Mr. Mercaur. Will you supply, for my information, the increase in 
boating in Lewis and Clark County in Montana around Canyon Ferry 
Reservoir? 

Mr. Lirron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mercatr. I feel the Canyon Ferry Reservoir, which is part of 
my State, is an important part of this legislation because of the fact 
it is a Bureau of Reclamation project located within a national for- 
est, served by the Fish and Wildlife Service, and also having a State 
park and municipal recreational facilities. ‘The development of that 
as a boating center has had a very interesting effect upon the com- 
mercial economy of the city of Helena, in which I live. I feel that 
would be an important contribution to this committee if you would 
supply it. 

Mr. Lirron. Would you give me those counties again, sir? 

Mr. Mercatr. Lewis and Clark County, in Montana. 

Mr. Assorr. Madam Chairman, I am wondering, in connection with 
the request of Congressman Metcalf, if the OBC would be in position 
to supply general statistical information on the number of power- 
boats in the United States, in whatever form of breakdow n, partic- 
ularly to reflect the increased use. 

Mr. Lirron. Yes, sir; very detailed. 

Mr. Ansorr. I would hope you are not asking the decision be made 
at this time whether canoes versus powerboats should be permitted. 

Mr. Lirron. No, sir. That is part of other legislation that I think 
is pending in this Congress at this time, and I do not think it is the 
subject of the inquiry here this morning. At least I trust it is not. 

Mr. MercatFr. I think it is a matter that would be of concern to this 
Commission as part of the inventory and part of the report. 

Mr. Lirron. Madam Chairman, I would have one further request 
to make. There is another witness who is in the room today, who is 
not scheduled, and he has asked me to say that the views which I have 
expressed on behalf of OBC generally in favor of this legislation are 
also the views of his organization. That is the National Association 
of Engine and Boat Manufacturers. They are represented here by 
their Washington representative, Gordon W. Rule. They have also 
asked leave of this committee to file a statement. 

Mrs. Prost. They do not wish to appear personally ? 

Mr. Lirron. That is my understanding. 
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STATEMENT OF GORDON W. RULE, COUNSEL, NATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
TION OF ENGINE & BOAT MANUFACTURERS 


Mr. Rou.z. My name is Gordon W. Rule, counsel for the National 
Association of Engine & Boat Manufacturers. 

We do have a statement, Madam Chairman, that we would like to 
file, endorsing this legislation, and hoping that the Commission will be 
set up and do a good job. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 


You have heard the request for the statement to be filed. Is there 
objection ? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Reserving the right to object, Madam Chairman, 
and I shall object to the receipt of the statement at this time, because 
in accordance with the rules of this committee, we have a right to 
look at the statements before they go into the record. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair agrees with the gentleman completely. 

Will you be able to submit the statement so that we will have it by 
tomorrow morning ? 

Mr. Rute. I have it written now, but I have to take it to New York 
this afternoon to get it signed. 

I had checked with the clerk to see how long the record would be 
kept open, and I was told it would be kept open 2 or 3 days. I quite 
agree that you want to read it first, and I will furnish sufficient copies 
for the record. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Rule. 

(Subsequently the following letter was received) : 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ENGINE AND BOAT MANUFACTURERS, INC., 
New York, N. Y., May 15, 1957. 
Hon. GRACIE PFOST, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washingion, D.C. 

Dear Mrs. Prost: Thank you for your letter dated April 29, 1957, concerning 
the hearings to be held on May 18 and 14 by your subcommittee on H. R. 3594 
and related bills, for the establishment of a National Outdoor Recreation Re- 
sources Review Commission. In the interest of conserving the time of the 
subcommittee, we have elected to file this statement with the request that it be 
made a part of the official record. 

The National Association of Engine and Boat Manufacturers, Inc., is a non 
profit trade association which was formed in 1904 for the purpose of promoting 
the interests of its members as manufacturers of pleasure boats, engines and 
motors, and all kinds of types of gear and accessories that go on or in pleasure 
boats. Today we have 335 members, all of whom are in some way connected 
with recreational boating in the United States. We are the only national 
association representing all types of boatbuilders and engine manufacturers, 
i. e., inboard and outboard. 

As Mr. Rule, our Washington representative, stated to your subcommittee on 
May 13, the National Association of Engine and Boat Manufacturers favors the 
enactment of H. R. 3594, which would establish a commission to study the out- 
door recreation resources of the United States—both land and water. Such a 
study seems to us not only desirable but necessary, as the most logical means 
of assuring intelligent planning for the long-range use by the many millions of 
our citizens who, in one form or another, seek outdoor recreation, Our interest 
in such a study becomes quite apparent when it is realized that in 1956 an esti- 
mated 28 million persons in the United States took part in recreational boating, 
or about 17 percent of all persons living in continental United States. Addi- 
tionally, there were an estimated 5,971,000 pleasure craft in existence in this 
country in 1956 or 1 for every 28 persons. Boating today is unquestionably 
the Nation’s No. 1 family sport, and all signs indicate further growth and partic- 
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ipation. We are enclosing herewith the complete 1956 statistics on boating as 
compiled by the industry advisory committee on statistics of our association. 

We are pleased to note that water areas where boating is conducted or may 
potentially be conducted are included in the definition of “outdoor recreation 
resources” in section 2 (2) of H. R. 3594. This recognition of boating, together 
with a realization of the magnitude of boating as a family recreational activity, 
leads us to the conclusion that the interests of both the industry and sport of 
boating are an integral part of the study contemplated by H. R. 3594. We 
sincerely hope your subcommittee shares our view in this regard. 

Please be advised that our association is prepared to suggest the services of 
outstanding individuals from the industry and sport to serve on either the 
Commission itself or the advisory council. Moreover, our paid staff, both in 
New York and Washington, are available to assist in the study in any way 
possible. 


A similar statement was filed with the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs when they conducted hearings on S. 846, the companion legis- 
lation in the Senate to H. R. 3594 

Sincerely yours, 
JosePH E. CHOATE, Secretary. 

Mrs. Prost. The next witness is Daniel A. Poole, Wildlife Manage- 
ment Institute, Washington, D. C. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. POOLE, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Poorer. Madam Chairman, I am Daniel A. Poole, editor of the 
Outdoor News Bulletin, a new service issued by the Wildlife Manage- 
ment Institute. The institute is one of the ol: ler national membership 
organizations that is dedicated to the improved management of natural 
resources in the public interest. Its program has been continuous since 
1911. 

Outdoor recreation has long been associated with the American way 
of life. Without doubt, many popular outdoor sports like hunting 
fishing, camping, and hiking are a logical and traditional extension of 
activities from colonial times when a man’s steadiness with a gun, a 
snug camp, and an ability to walk great distances were as indispensa- 
ble in everyday life as today’s dwellings, automobiles, and super- 
markets. 

Sportsmen still continue to hunt for a Thanksgiving turkey or a 
wild goose for Christmas, but the need for a successful stalk is not as 
acute as it was many years ago. But by nature and by practive we are 
a dynamic people, and our forms of recreation are ample testimony 
both of the enjoyment and satisfaction found in outdoor activity and 
a widespread and deep-seated interest in nature itself. 

Current statistics on individual outdoor activities and areas of gen- 
eral recreational usage are impressive. An estimated 50 million visits 
are made to national forests now, and the United States Forest Serv- 
ice predicts that the visitation rate will increase another 33 percent 
by 1962. National parks and monuments accounted for 50 million 
recreationists, and State parks accommodated 183 million. The 1955 
national economic survey that was conducted by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service in cooperation with the States disclosed 
that nearly 21 million persons fished and about 12 million hunted 
during that year. Appr oximately 25 million persons are said to be 
boating enthusiasts. Although it should be assumed that these fig- 
ures represent some duplic ation in recreational participation, it must 
be realized that there still are uncounted millions of persons that 
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depend on the out-of-doors for recreational pursuits such as hiking, 
photography, camping, and bird watching. 

Some of the Federai agencies are t taking notice of the unparalleled 
participation in outdoor sports and activities. Last year the National 
Park Service made public its mission 66 plan for the improved main- 
tenance and enhancement of facilities in the national parks. This 
year, the United States Forest Service launched the fisrt phase of 
Operation Outdoors, a 5-year plan to provide an orderly and maxi- 
mum development of national forest areas for picnicking. camping, 
hunting, fishing, and other recreational] activities. 

A task force of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service is 
working on a draft of a long-range plan to gear the programs of 
its Bureau of Sport Fis aan ies and Wildlife to the « ‘xisting and mount- 
ing demands of the ever-increasing human population. 

An example of how the recommendations of the proposed National 
Outdoor Recreationn Resources Commission may be useful is sug- 
gested by a study report published last year by the National Park 
Service. This report shows that only 240 miles of the 3.700 miles of 
general shoreline of the Atlantic and gulf coasts are in either Fed- 
eral or State ownership for public rec reational purposes. And more 
significantly, 50 percent, or 120 miles, is in only 3 units—Cape Hat- 
teras National Seashore Recreational Area ‘n North Carolina, Acadia 
Netional Park in Maine, and Everglades National Park in Florida. 

Had there been the foresight years ago to undertake an earlier 
survey of this kind, the information obtained would have provided 
a useful guide to the Federal and State Governments and to localities 
for charting and reserving appropriate shoreline sites for recreational 
purposes. 

The coastal shoreline survey, of course, pertains only to one facet 
of the general outdoor recreation picture, but it exemplifies the values 
that would be forthcoming from a comprehensive, across-the-board 
study of overall recreational habits, trends, and requirements, and 
the opportunities for public participation now and in the future. 

Mrs. Prost. ‘Thank yen very much. 

Are there questions by the committee 

Mr. Asprnau. I have just one question, Madam Chairman. I would 
like to know from the witness whether he is for or against the legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Poors. For. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you. 

Mr. Sartor. Madam Chairman, I would like to ask a question. 

Paragraph 3 starts out with this sentence: 

Sportsmen still continue to hunt for a Thanksgiving turkey or a wild goose 
for Christmas, but the need for a successful stalk is not as acute as it was many 
years ago. 

Am I to determine from that that the turkeys are not as alert as they 
were years ago ¢ 

Mr. Poorer. No. I would say the need nutritionally is for the 
hunter. 

Mr. Savior. That is something entirely different. I was going to 
say that I could not agree with the other conclusion. 

Mr. Ansorr. Madam Chairman, may I ask one question ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, Mr. Abbott. 
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Mr, Asporr. Did you hear the questions addressed by Congressman 
Aspinall and my self to Mr. Penfold in connection with the | scope of 
this study, part ticularly having reference to the question of the several 
Federal agencies presently involved in various recreation activities ? 

Mr. Poore. I came in just about that time. 

Mr. Ansorr. Would you want to make any observations on the ques- 
tions and the answers given by Mr. Penfold, your own opinion on 
that ? 

Mr. Pootx. Frankly, I do not recall them in detail, other than my 
impression was that the study would apply across the board and would 

take in the activities of all of the or ganizations, 

Mr. Assorr. One of the basic questions, I believe, Mr. Poole, was 
this: Should this Commission come to grips with that which has been 
described as somewhat of a problem, aud that is whether the Commis- 
sion should or should not recommend directly consolidation into one 
Federal agency, under one single administrating group several Fed- 
eral funetions which involve recreation / 

Mr. Poors. I personally would rather see the facts accumulated and 
presented in an understandable manner, so that the Congress can then 
consider it after the report is made. 

Mr. Anporr. So that the observation might be made by such Com- 
mission as to whether the existence of the several agencies in the same 
field made for some confusion or did not, whether it was necessary ? 

Mr. Poors. I think they would be germane. 

Mr. Asporr. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any further questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Poole. 

Mr. Poote. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. The next witness is Mr. David R. Brower, executive 
director of the Sierra Club of San Francisco 

Mr. Brower. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID R, BROWER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
SIERRA CLUB, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 


Mr. Brower. Madam Chairman, my name is David R. Brower, 
executive secretary of the Sierra Club. I live in Berkeley, Calif. 

On behalf of several organizations, I have come from San Fran- 
cisco for the special purpose of presenti ng testimony in support of 
the outdoor recreation resources review bill. Those groups are the 
Sierra Club, the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, Trustees for 
Conservation, and the Fifth Biennial Wilderness Conference. 

With your permission, I should like to summarize my statement, 
as well as the functions of these groups, and to present the full state- 
ment for the record; I should also appreciate being allowed a few 
days in which to present supplementary testimony. 

The Sierra Club, founded in 1892 by John Muir, is perhaps the 
oldest organization in the country devoted to the conservation of 
scenic resources. Its headquarters are in San Francisco and its 11,500 
members come from, and live in, almost all the States and prospec- 
tive States. It is affiliated with the Natural Resources Council of 
America, of which I am present chairman, and the International 
Union for Conservation. 
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The Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, with which the Sierra 
Club is also affiliated, brings together some 30 outdoor groups in the 
States of California, Oregon, Utah, and Washington, and the aggre- 
gate membership is about 30,000. Dr. Karl Onthank, of Eugene, 
: vO is the federation president and has asked me to speak here in its 

ehalf. 

Trustees for Conservation is a task force of 51 nationally known 
conservationists organized in San Francisco late in 1954 to give special 
assistance to the nationwide effort in conservation education. There 
is no general membership, It is supported by small and modest do- 
nations from conservationists all over the country in response to calls 
for help on specific tasks, TFC’s two primary tasks now consist of 
supporting the National Wilderness Preservation System proposal 
and the companion measure now before you. From time to time I 
represent the trustees in Washington. 

The fifth Biennial Wilderness Conference is more of an occasion 
than an organization, The Sierra Club has sponsored all five, but 
has been only one voice in many which the conference recommenda- 
tions represent. This last March 14 and 15, the conference was co- 
sponsored by the American Planning and Civic Association, the Fed- 
eration of Western Outdoor Clubs, the Izaak Walton League, the 
National Parks Association, and the Wilderness Society, with a further 
major contribution from the California Academy of Sciences. The 
National Park Service and Forest Service generously provided the 
chairman and vice chairman of the conference. In all, 416 conserva- 
tionists and resource managers met, coming from 120 organizations. 
The two chief subjects of the fifth conference were the preservation of 
scenic open spaces for outdoor recreation and the preservation of wild- 
erness. The conference recommendation quoted herein was voted 
unanimously, it being understood that representatives of the five Fed- 
eral land-management agencies would need to be recorded at that 
time as abstaining from voting. One of the conference summarizers 
was Marshall Dana, former president of the National Reclamation 
Association and present chairman of the recreation subcommittee of 
the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee. 


SUMMARY OF STATEMENT 


1. January of 1956, after many months’ preliminary study, the 
Sierra Club proposed a scenic resources review, in which conserva- 
tionists would try to look ahead as far as the producers of commod- 
ities have been looking, in order to find out what scenic resources are 
left, to make an estimate of the future’s need for them, and to devise 
ways of protecting them in time. By “scenic resources” we mean 
certain outdoor recreational resources—parks, wilderness, and wild- 
life and the recreation derived from them, as my full statement ex- 
plains in detail. 

2.:We believe that the present legislation provides a way to climb 
the first two steps sought in the scenic resources review: (1) to obtain 
an inventory and (2) to protect future need. There are other ways, 
to be sure, but this legislation is an excellent way and we support it, 
knowing that in this situation timely action is better than delayed 
perfection. 
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3. We feel strongly that the Commission’s effort should make the 
most of, but not supplant, other conservation programs now before 
the Congress. For example: ; 

(a) The national wilderness system: Whatever data the inventory 
may develop, we need now to have Congress recognize and protect 
wilderness that has already been designated, and for which the future’s 
expanded population will have more need than there will be land 
enough to supply. Existing protection has been well pioneered by the 
executive branch; but wilderness, since it can be wild only once, needs 
the further responsive protection which only the legislative branch 
can provide. 

(>) Mission 66, Operation Outdoors, and Operation Waterfowl: 
Although there are extremely important forward-looking aspects to 
these programs, they essentially amount to catching up on a backlog 
of conservation work that has been needed since well before the start 
of World War II. There is serious danger of irretrievable loss if they 
are delayed. For these programs action is needed, not further study— 
although we shall all be interested in the detail of the actions, and 
from time to time shall probably ask for less of one kind of action and 
more of another. 

All four of these proposals and programs, then, can go on, and we 
feel should go on. Each in its own right can help the Outdoor Recrea- 
tion Resources Review Commission in its own study. 


AMENDMENT TO PROTECT STUDY 


To protect the integrity of the study proposed in this legislation— 
that is, to prevent the Commission’s 3-year inventory from losing its 
meaning and value—we earnestly urge an amendment that would in 
effect permit the commission to post a “closed during inventory” sign 
on certain public lands which are of high scenic-resource potential and 
which are not now designated for that purpose. Such a provision 
could guard against premature commitment of these lands to uses 
which are not compatible with the highest use the Commission would 
wish to recommend for them. 

Stated another way, these undesignated lands are the jewels of the 
estate, which the Commission needs time to count, to appraise, and to 
plan to distribute fairly to the heirs—all the heirs, not just the oldest, 
the strongest, or the loudest of them, or those in the biggest hurry. 

Asa solution, therefore, we would suggest an amendment something 
like this—or whatever you feel would best accomplish the objective: 

Amend section 6 to add, at the bottom of page 7 or the bill; a new 
(e), the present to be relettered (£) : 

(e) Pending completion of the inventory described in subsection (a) herein, 
and upon request of the Commission, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to reserve specified public lands whereon there shall be no intrusion or develop- 
ment that would preclude subsequent use of said lands for the highest public 
good in accordance with criteria developed by the Commission in the course of 
the inventory. The Commission shall notify the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs of the Senate and the House of said requests, and all reservations 


so provided for shall terminate June 30, 1960, or six months following the Com- 
mission’s terminal report to the President and to the Congress. 
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ARGUMENT 


1. For example. if the Commission perceives early in its inventory 
that the spectacular portion of the California coast now in the Hunter- 
Liggett Military Reservation has noteworthy or outstanding possi- 
bilities for national park status, and if the Commission’s projection of 
future needs shows that a national park here may be highly desirable 
and feasible, th: 1 a tool is needed to see that it doesn’t slip away, for 
example, to the General Services Administration for disposal and sub- 
division. It needs to be held until the final report can be appraised. 

2. There are many similar areas, already in controversy, concerning 
which the Commission’s report should be available before irrevocable 
decisions are made, for example, North Cascades of Washington— 
timber crop or park? Bruce Eddy—wildlife range or reservoir? 
Three Sisters wilderness, Oregon—scenic recreation and wilderness, or 
dam and working circle? The Narrows, Snake River, Wyo.—beauti- 
ful highway and key wildlife range, or power dam? 

3. Ifthe decision is in favor of the commodity use and the decision is 
acted upon, the commitment is for all time. 

4. If the decision is to reserve judgment 3 years until we have better 
perspective, nothing is lost but 3 years later on. 

5. If after 3 years, scenic-resource dedication wins out, even that 
decision will always be subject to reversal. 

6. Thus what this amendment is seeking to do amounts to asking 3 
years’ time before deciding for all time. 

7. The country is not so resource poor that everything must be 
exploited now, or so rich in scenic resources that it can squander them. 
It is important to remember that recreational use is now dispersed over 
all our wild lands, whether they are designated or not. That use must 
all be concentrated on whatever open space we can save, which will be 
far less than we have now. And to this concentration will be added 
tomorrow’s heavier load. 

8. With this amendment, we would end up with three categories 
of scenic open-space resources, each of which might be figuratively 
posted as follows: 

(a) “Sample, don’t sell”: Our already dedicated parks, monuments, 
wilderness, wild, and roadless areas for which there are no substitutes. 
Commercial resources in them are too scant to have a long-range effect 
on the Nation’s economy. The scenic resources in them, however, can 
perpetually benefit the Nation’s cultural welfare and the enjoyment 
of living. 

(6) “Closed during inventory”: Areas that may or may not need 
to be designated for special preservation. The Commission’s study 
will help us decide in a better perspective than we have now. 

(c) “Business as usual”: Everywhere else. 

To summarize my summary: 

The four groups in whose behalf I speak are in support of this pro- 
posal. 

It is needed in addition to the legislation for wilderness preserva- 
tion, Mission 66, Operation Outdoors, and Operation Waterfowl. 

To protect the integrity of the Commission’s studv, there should be 
a “closed for inventory” proviso for certain lands. 
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And the job needs to be started with minimum delay. Had you 
people not been working so late here last summer, you would have 
known how dense the vacation crowds were out beyond suburbia, 
out where the scenery is. For all that, the current Nation’s Business 
op pen us that half the people in this country took no vacation at all 
last year. The need becomes still more urgent when we realize that 
every sissies there are five and a half more people i in this country. 

At that rate, there are now several more than there were when I 
stepped up to the stand; and, thanking you for this opportunity, I'll 
stop before it gets too crowded. | Laughter. | 

I would like to submit the rest. of my santhiniiabh: which includes an 
editorial, a resolution, and an article from the New York Times, 
which are short, and which I would like to have as part of the com- 
pendium. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, the statement will be made a part 
of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


THE NEED FOR THE OvuTDOOR RECREATION RESOURCE REVIEW 


We people attending this hearing, about scenic-outdoor recreation, and people 
everywhere, have a very important question to address to ourselves. How much 
right does one generation have to another generation’s freedom? Can we of 
this generation, in conscience, pay for our freedom by mortgaging the freedom 
of our children? Is it our ethic that we are privileged to write the rules to 
which all the subsequent generations of our civilization must be committed, 
and by which they must abide, irrespective of their own wishes? 

Thomas Jefferson, long ago, said that one generation could not bind another 
each had the right to set its own course. Go out across this land and try 
to find someone to argue that he was wrong. You won't find a taker. It is 
the national consensus that we don’t have this right. 

Deeds are not matching words. This generation is speedily using up, beyond 
recall, a very important right that belongs to future gen -rations—the right 
to have wild lands and scenic open spaces in their civilization. even as we have 
them in ours; the right to find solitude somewhere; the right to see, and 
enjoy, and be inspired and renewed, somewhere, by those places where the 
hand of God has not been obscured by the industry of man. 

No group is more concerned with the preservation of this right, as it per- 
tains to the most beautiful samples of original America, than are you who as- 
semble here. Your leadership will determine the fate of that right, so far as 
people of our time can pass opportunity along to our sons. Apathy here can 
mean that we pass them a dead torch. Or we can keep it aflame, knowing that 
this is a very special torch that man cannot light again. 

That is a special mission in the broad field of conservation, the conserva- 
tionist’s mission. There is a difference between the two terms. 

On the one hand, conservation alludes to management of resources, using them 
wisely and they may last longer. We approve of conservation, yet we know 
that it is limited to the factors of rate and duration of use. For example, oil 
will last twice as long if we use it half as fast or twice as efficiently. In the 
end, however, no matter how well we manage the resource, time catches up 
with us. 

On the other hand, conservationists are concerned with preserving for alJ 
our time certain important scenic resources—our resources of wilderness, parks, 
wildlife, and the recreation and inspiration man may always derive from them. 
Always, that is, if each generation, including ours, takes care of the few places 
we have left where they still are. 

So there are two sides to conservation, in effect, just as there are two sides 
toa coin. One is concerned with tangible commodities, the other with intangible 
qualities. Each side is presently oriented to look in opposite directions. Yet 
each must live with the other. What we probably need, it occurs to me, is a 
coin forged of transparent material, so that both sides can look in both directions. 








50 NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION COMMISSION 


THE CONSERVATIONIST FORCE 


In any event, as a short definition, the conservationist is the man—or the 
part of him—more concerned about what certain natural resources do for his 
soul than for his bank balance. 

There are a lot of him—more than 2 million loosely organized in the Natural 
Resources Council of America. The numbers are growing far more rapidly than 
our population. Every time a new tract of houses goes up on a bulldozed hill, 
or a new freeway blots out more acres of fertile land, or a new dam inundates 
a scenic stream, or there’s a vacant space where a great tree was, or a whooping 
crane turns up missing from its dwindling group—every time one of these things 
happens, the conservationist force grows stronger, for there is that much less 
left, and more people will rally to protect it. Their’s is not a force to blind op- 
position to progress, but of opposition to blind progress, a force that is determined 
to see that progress does not take away important things from mankind, for 
ever, in order to benefit a few men now. 

The conservationist force, I submit, is not a pressure group. It merely demon- 
strates the pressure of man’s conscience, of his innate knowledge that there are 
certain things he may not ethically do to the only world he will ever have, an‘ 
to the strictly rationed resource of natural beauty which still exists in that 
world. The conservationist force does not need to be pressed into action. It 
needs only be told what is happening, and its voice of conscience speaks. 

One of the principal urgings now of conservationists is that we rapidly under 
take a scenic and outdoor recreation resources review, looking ahead to the fu- 
ture’s need for beauty and space as well as the resource managers have scanned 
the future’s need for commodities. This review must have a strong national lead- 
ership—leadership far enough removed from an immediate problem to have clear 
perspective. Local leadership has its own values, but a telling example of its 
limitations is all too evident in the San Francisco Bay region, where there is 
an incredible refusal in some cities to face up to the burgeoning menace of smog. 

I have previously sent to members of this committee an article, Scenic Re- 
sources for the Future, which recently appeared in the Sierra Club Bulletin 
and submit here a reprint which I hope you will incorporate in your file. This 
article proposes a review of our resources of parks, wilderness, wildlife, and in- 
cidental recreational opportunities, and discusses the several questions, What 
do we have; How much space will we need; Who else needs the space; Where 
are the conflicts for space, and Who needs the space most. The first two ques- 
tions are asked in the present legislation, which can provide a basis for answer- 
ing two more. 

But while the recreation review bill is concerned generally about the import- 
ance and number and need for our resources of open space and what civiliza- 
tion is doing to them, it has nothing to say about the means of resolving con- 
flicts, question 5. These must be resolved if we are to retain islands of open 
space in the sea of tomorrow’s civilization. If this legislation is enacted, as 
we hope it will be, this key question—how to resolve conflicts—will need to be 
attacked promptly by the Commission and its advisers. This is not only a key 
question, but also a tough one. Since eight of the members of the Commission 
will come from this committee and its counterpart on the other side, I ask that 
you indulge my trying to attack the question, with emphasis on the most fragile 
of our open spaces, our wilderness. 

To start with a broad view, the early history of man’s civilization dealt with 
the problem of finding enough enclosed spaces—caves in the beginning, then 
crude shelters, then walled cities, followed by the early beginnings of suburbia 
when there was no longer room enough within the walls for all the people of 
the cities. Only recently have we begun to change our concern. The problem 
seems no longer to be one of enclosing space, but of leaving enough of it open 
to meet our needs for greenery and for every man’s “slice of sky” that author 
Wallace Stegner has spoken of. 

We know we need some of this in our own garden for the edges of our daily 
existence—something to look out upon at breakfast, or before dinner. We need 
more space near by for our weekends, where on a March day a boy may fly a kite, 
or a family may, picnic and stroll. For our holidays we need accessible open 
space within range of our faster transportation, better roads (and heavier traf- 
fic), bearing in mind that we shall soon have more 3-day weekends than we have 
now. For our lengthening vacations we'll need the big spaces. 

These are rough criteria for outdoor-space needs that you may wish to bear 
in mind then—daylight-saving plots, weekend and holiday areas, and vacation 
regions. They won’t set themselves aside. We have to plan for them as the 
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population avalanche flows over the land. And we have to plan generously if we 
are to make sure that what our civilization is doing for living standards is to 
extend far enough to encompass man’s standards for life. 

To start with, the Commission will wrestle with the questions of where our 
scenic open spaces are and how much we will need. At first the Commission 
may raise more questions than they can answer. There are already many con- 
flicts for space and they will find many more. The resolution of those con- 
flicts will depend upon the answer to the question, Who needs the space most? 

It goes without saying that the decision should be based on the half-century- 
old objective or providing the greatest good for the greatest number in the long 
run, or “in the highest public good”; but that is a destination, not a route. 
We know where we want to go. The question is how do we get there? 

It would be helpful, in resolving the conflicts for space which we see tak- 
ing form, to have on hand a battalion of men with the wisdom of Solomon. 
They should also be handy at putting bells on cats. 

What I should like briefly to do here is: (1) consider a few of the conflicts 
in some detail; (2) list the tools we have for resolving conflicts and recom- 
mend an equitable basis for interpreting data; (3) try to arrive at the criteria 
for decision; (4) suggest some courses of immediate action; (5) mention one 
of our most important object lessons; and (6) then append a conclusion. It’s 
a big order. If in the course of this I sound dogmatic, please forgive me. It’s 
just that I am trying to stick to direct sentences for brevity’s sake. 


WHAT ARE SOME OF THE CONFLICTS? 
1. Man against space 


Man has demonstrated, as clearly as he has demonstrated anything, that 
he is prolific enough to explode across the land—not with the rapidity of an epi- 
demic, of course, but more thoroughly and with far more lasting devastation 
of the natural resources of the only world he has yet contrived to live upon. 
We can label this statement “neo-Mathusiasn,” but the labeling solves no re- 
source problem. The members of what we could label “the Science-Will-Save- 
Us-Society,’’ will have quite a burden to prove that science really can save us. 
Science can do wonderful things, but our scientists can only begin to gather 
data on the new problems civilization presents every year, and in turn can only 
begin to publish and interpret their data. 

A serious problem confronting scientists, and one upon which no conserva- 
tion organization I know of has adopted a policy, is the population problem, 
It is an especially touchy cat to put a bell on. 

Natural scientists know full well what happens when there is an explosion 
of population in deer; the deer themselves lose vitality and starve by the 
thousands because they have overloaded their range. Mankind has a range, 
too, and it has a maximum carrying capacity consistent with a good life. 
We may argue about how many people the range can withstand, but we can 
hardly argue that there is no limit. We have strong intimations, as we watch 
the sea or smog rise around us, out in California that the limit is approaching 
faster than we thought, and from a different quarter. It may well be short- 
age of clean air, not of Colorado River water—that brings us to a suddent halt. 

Whatever the limiting factor, and, though our engineers cover the earth 
with a mezzanine floor, we know that we shall come to a day when we can no 
longer double our population, or even add to it, without lasting regret. Per- 
haps we shall continue to worship growth until midnight of that last day. 

But there is a brighter possibility and it is worth working hard for. When 
the light turns red, you stop before you hit the car ahead. If you don’t 
you're in trouble. The margin between us and trouble is our scenic space and 
our wilderness. We vaguely sense its essentiality; later and wiser men will 
know it surely, in the crowded world we are letting their heritage become. 
For them, we conld skimp a little on gadgets, even our most elaborate gadgets, 
even as they shall one day have to skimp, and with so much less wild world to 
repair to. 

The brighter possibility, then, is to look for substitutes before we have com- 
pletely used up a given resource. Perhaps we, as present stewards for the 
natural resources of all generations, could revive the practice of tithing—giv- 
ing 10 percent to the future. Not 10 percent of what this generation received 
from the last, but a tithe of what was here, in our best estimate, when white 
men began to spread over this continent. If that sounds overgenerous, remem- 
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ber how few the generations who have used up the 90 percent, and how many 
generations will need what’s left, to leaven their otherwise ersatz world. 
2. Mineral production 

Consider copper as an example—copper versus wilderness. Magazine adver- 
tisements are currently saying that “there is no substitute for copper.” We 
know that the same ie true for wilderness; that truth is implicit by defini- 
tion. But there will have to be a substitute for copper when we have so re- 
duced the world’s supply that it joins the ranks of precious metals. There 
have already been substitutes. In World War II we were confused a little, 
but not hurt, by having to use substitutes for copper pennies. Mr. Lincoln 
lent the same diginity to both, and one bought as mueh as the other. Our 
economy went on. That is the same war that Lucky Strike green went to, as 
most of you will remember. That green pigment on the cigarette package, I 
am told, required, in the aggregate, a prodigious amount of copper, which, as 
it became lost to man’s use, simultaneously became litter on his streets. I 
don't believe sales suffered when American Tobacco Co. changed from green 
to white. 

The low-grade copper ore within Washington State’s North Cascades wilder- 
ness country, and in all the other wilderness, could delay but briefly our depend- 
ence upon a substitute for gross uses of copper. We shall have to find a substitute 
eventually and our technicians will. But man will never be able to reconstitute 
the primeval in Glacier Park once he has breeched its superlative redoubt, which 
he has the tools to do. These are the years of decision—the decision of men to 
stay the flood of man. We shall have to decide whether to hand the future two 
voids or one—a world without copper and the priineval, or just without copper. 





3. Water development 


Where water development and wilderness preservation are in conflict, we 
can remember that gravity will take water down out of parks and wilderness 
to places where man wants to use it or store it. Optimum development down- 
Stream can preclude irrevocable damage to wilderness values upstream. Quite 
often it will cost less; but even if it were to cost more in dollars, it would save 
what dollars cannot put together again. 

The conflict with hydroelectric development is more direct, for man wants 
to get energy from the water that gravity brings down. Alternate sources of 
energy are coming fast, however, and we can afford to wait for their perfection 
rather than sacrifice scenically important streams, canyons, and valleys. We 
need to remember that our choice to preserve is temporary at best. Our choice 
to sacrifice requires all future men to live by our choice. We shall have written 
the rules for them, and indelibly. 


4. Wood products 


The Timber Resources Review has demonstrated that our principal oppor- 
tunity to meet the future’s need for timber lies elsewhere than in the virgin 
forests of our best wilderness and park lands. The National Lumbermen's 
Association has gone even further. Its recent releases have stressed the need 
for expanding the timber market and have stated that we are growing one-third 
more timber than we are harvesting; they are therefore opposing the timber- 
reserve part of the soil bank. Plywood people are concerned about imports of 
plywood. Moreover, in the immediate future we can see a minor revolution 
in the wood-products industry in the promise of the chipper, particle board, and 
alternate sources of cellulose. 

In the absence of a policy which provides specific criteria for determining 
how much wilderness we shall need to preserve, and in the presence of abundant 
promise of substitutes for wilderness forest, and considering also the many 
yalues for mankind the wilderness forest affords—multiple use of the highest, 
longest, most diverse order—we should not be hard put to decide the course 
to vote fur in the timber-versus-wiiderness contlict. 


5. Highways 


These had better go around, not through, our scenic gems unless we want 
the face of our land crisscrossed by high-speed routes to places that might have 
been beautiful. We have the potential of drowning ourselves in automobiles, 
of so overloading our hardened arterials that first the pleasure of driving will 
disappear—and then the motion! 
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Our children shall need parklike places where they can have a change of pace 
and mood—where they can spent a good chunk of time and become part of the 
scene for a while. It wili not be enough for them to screech to a stop because 
of a trafiic light or traffic jam, then roll down the window for a quick sniff of 
the great outdoors before the man behind blows his horn. Many people fear 
that our engineers are more skillful at moving vehicles than at moving people, 
and that a lot of space is being used up in the process. 

We are enamored of horsepower, of highways and freeways, of covering more 
ground more quickly and with greater safety. In our ardor, however, we may 
well consider that it is very hard to undo a freeway and impossible to redo a 
wilderness. 


6. Other conflicts 


There are other conflicting demands for our present scenic open spaces, con- 
flicts brought on by our needs for flood control, industry, food and forage, by 
urbanization, and by recreation teo. There is no need te go into further detail 
about them at the moment, They are all real needs for things we want and 
believe in. Is it possible that with reasonable restraint we may eat cake and 
have some too? 


WHAT TOOLS FOR RESOLVING CONFLICTS? 


What tools have we already fashioned, or what can we invent, to resolve these 
conflicts? 


1. Facts 


Kirst, we need facts about resources. Many organizations are assembling 
them, and more help is needed. For scenic resources, the organizations prepared 
to do the best job nationally are the National Park Service, which has a program 
based upon a 1936 law and Mission 66; the Forest Service, which has now come 
up with its Operation Outdoors; and the Fish and Wildlife Service, now develop- 
ing its own 10-year plan. I am sure you have already heard much about these. 
California is off te a good start, if a late one, with its imminent recreation plan 
now before its legislature. Many other agencies are involved, and coordination 
is essential. The outdoor recreation resource review will help get this coordina- 
tion started. 


2. Interpretation 


tut facts are not enough. One of our unheralded national surpluses is the 
surplus of undigested data which, if laid end to end, would reach much too far. 
A fact has meaning only when it gets from producer to market, only when it is 
published, interpreted well, and used. We are badly in need of equitable inter- 
pretation and use of the facts we are gathering about our natural resources. 

Most important, we must to the best of our ability project all future needs 
on the same screen with the same projection distance and same focal length of 
lens for each scene, and also, to the best of our ability, with the same illumination. 
Let the light be a cool one. 

So far we have had quite a disparity in distances, lenses, and light. In Cali- 
fornia, for example, we know that water development is going to make heavy 
demands upon what land we have for other purposes. To project that scene, we 
have elaborate equipment that has been derived from an &-year effort at a cost 
of about $10. But water isn’t all we'll be needing in the year 2,000, it is only 
one of many things. 

What kind of equipment do we haye, whether in California or in the country 
as a whole, to project our other needs. By comparison, we can project our needs 
for scenic resources with little more than a 19th-century magic lantern, lit by a 
lone flame. Unless we can demonstrate the need for equity, we stand a good 
chance, so far as this particular confiict goes in California, of having the best- 
watered, most populous, biggest grossing State in the Union—and the least beauti- 
ful one. Our white-water streams will be so fully harnessed for use that you 
can’t see running water any more. Each pleasant little valley in the hills and 
mountains will be replaced by a fluctuating reservoir, its watershed cropped 
and gravely impaired; and surburbia will spead almost everywhere else. 

3. Public information 

The public needs information, too. All our facts and interpretation will mean 

little if the public isn’t taken into confidence. After all, the public must consent 


to whatever proposal we come up with. “The engineering of consent” is the con- 
cise definition of public relations. Hearings such as this are a starting point. 











54 NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION COMMISSION 


4. Legislation 


An informed publie will want a clear statement of policy, which is a statement 
in law, and will want continuing legislative interest in what happens under the 
policy. Congress, for example, is the Nation’s board of directors. It should 
reserve the power to review irreversible staff decisions which lead to the extinc- 
tion of a given resource. 
do. Administration 

The executive branch, armed with administrative regulations based upon 
law, will supply the preponderance of protection, for only this branch of Govern- 
ment has staff enough to do the job. Loosely worded regulations, which were 
adequate for a loosely populated land largely free of conflict, will have to become 
specific—and must in turn be based upon more specific law if we are to avoid a 
dangerous concentration of discretion. For instance, there will need to be a clear- 
er understanding of the full meaning of multiple use, and the limitations of 
multiple use. This has never meant a great number of cooks working over 
the same pot of broth, although many people have thought this was the meaning. 


6. Education 


The legislative and executive branches, with help from lay organizations, 
will then need to continue the effort of public education—the engineering of 
support. 

These are the tools. They are all necessary. Those named last will be of 
little use if we don’t have equitably interpreted facts to start with. 


WHAT CRITERIA FOR DECISION ? 


Let us go back briefly to that matter of correctly interpreting facts, for it is 
from this interpretation that we shall have to derive our criteria for decision. 

We must make one decision before we shall know how to sort out our facts. 
Shall we on the one hand resurrect the rejected philosophy of apres moi le 
déluge, or on the other hand shall we seek the exact opposite for those who 
follow us—for them a world as beautiful as ours? I don’t think this will be 
a hard decision to make but we will need to keep reminding ourselves that we 
made it. 

Since wilderness is the most fragile resource, let us list the points we need to 
eonsider in weighing wilderness preservation, as the most critical example, 
against a potential conflicting use. Conflicts involving wilderness or natural 
values will require the most exacting analysis and soul searching, for here a 
misstep is fatal to wilderness. Hence this reasoning. 

1. The wilderness we have now is all that we, and all men, will ever have. 

2. Much of our wild land which is presently used for its wilderness will be 
lost to wilderness use. It has not been dedicated, and remains only by accident 
or oversight, or because of the slight value of its raw materials. When it goes, 
its human load must be added to that placed upon dedicated wilderness, wherever 
it is left. 

3. We don’t know what the carrying capacity in terms of people is or may 
be, either for accidental or dedicated wilderness. 

4, Carrying capacity must be expressed in two ways: (@) What will a place 
withstand and still recover naturally, and (0) how many people will it withstand 
at a given time without their eliminating its esthetic value at the time? 

5. With respect to recoverability, we must not be fooled by vastness of a total 
area. The key terrain, or the heartland, or the living space—whatever you 
may call it—is that rare, scarce oasis that has scenic appeal people will travel 
to, that has water and shade, that is gentle enough in slope to camp on, and 
that possesses a wild setting (without which one might as well camp in Central 
Park). There is precious little key terrain, even in the vastest reserves. What 
there is is likely also to be a good reservoir site. 

6. With respect to esthetic capacity: Wilderness cannot be false-front wilder- 
ness and fulfill what man needs in it—no green-belt fringe obscuring a periodic 
sea of stumps; it must have a beyond to it. There must be assurance that a 
man’s wild slice of sky won’t have too many elbows in it. Wilderness needs no 
administrative conveniences—telephone lines, remote ranger cabins that take 
the range out of ranger, motorized gadgets, and other intrusions man seeks 
wilderness to avoid. There must be room enough for time where the sun can 
calibrate the day, not the wristwatch, for days or weeks of unordered time, time 
enough to forget the feel of the pavement and to get the feel of the earth, and 
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-of what is natural, and right. This is a place where man should tie quantity 
outside, where only quality may enter. 

7. Wilderness can no longer be abundant enough for everyman to walk in it. 
After all, only the small child must handle a thing to know it; adults need only 
look. Those in between need a little of both. So some people will be able to 
walk in it and most of them will be the better for it. Some may wish to but 
never make it. Some may not care to at all. But wilderness must be there, 
or the world’s a cage. 

8. Therefore, we can decide, any step to discard our vestige of dedicated 
American wilderness, or to prejudice its protection, is premature at this time. 
To those who want just part of it for materialistic convenience we can cite 
Solomon’s precedent. We all remember his most famous decision, and who 
was awarded the child. Let the judgment favor those who want the wilder- 
ness to remain whole. A decision adverse to that whole can never be reversed. 

9. Other kinds of conflicts, where man is concerned only with the works of 
man and not of nature, will happily be much simpler to resolye—mistakes can 
be corrected. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION 


If these observations have taken long in the telling, they will take much 
longer to implement once the bill is enacted. What do we do in the 3-year in- 
terim? I have a brief suggestion: that all parties appoint a task force that can 
set about promptly to put up three kinds of figurative signs: 

1. “Sample, Don’t Sell.” This sign should be posted at each of our crown 
jewels, the national parks, the designated wilderness, and their equivalent 
in scenic caliber. 

2. “Closed During Inventory” signs should be posted on certain areas in 
controversy, lest we find that the inventory consists of checking off choice 
scenic open spaces as they vanish. 

3. “Business as Usual” signs can be posted everywhere else. 

In any event, some modified moratorium is essential. A 2- or 3-year wait 
without development is not long compared to the eternity our descendants shall 
otherwise have to live without wilderness if premature decisions of ours destroy 
it. 

STORY WITH A MORAL 


Perhaps there is subject matter for a book or two, by someone, in what I have 
tried to encompass in these pages, without time for specific detail. For one 
detail that illustrates what I have been talking about, I would remind you of 
the story of an old controversy which is all water behind the dam—the dam in 
Hetch Hetchy Valley that need never have been built. Concerning the dam 
William E. Colby, honorary president of the Sierra Club, wrote to the club’s 
membership on the last day of 1909: 

“TI predict that long before Hetch Hetchy could possibly be needed for a water 
supply for San Francisco, the travel thither will have become so great and its 
need aS a campground, particularly in relation to the surrounding part, so 
urgent, as to preclude the possibility of its use as a reservoir. What I am op- 
posed to is the determination right now that the Hetch Hetchy shall be flooded 
50 years from now. I feel that the decision ought properly to be reserved for 
those who live 50 years hence (that would be next year). We surely can trust 
that their decision will be a wiser one than any we can make for them.” 

This is a choice that could have been left until now and now we would choose 
differently. Instead, there was a rush to decide, and all generations are bound by 
that decision. 

CONCLUSION 


Permit me to attempt a concluding figure of speech. 

This, our civilized world, is the house that Jack built. We like most of it. 

And this, the natural world, is the garden that Jack didn’t build in—the open 
space and the wild-land beauty that makes his house worth while. It is his 
only garden, and it happens that there are no more where it came from. 

Jack, with all work and no play, has the means with which to expand his 
house, build a three-car garage, and pave the remaining space except for an out- 
crop or two of rock in the northwest 40. He’s about to do it. 

If Jack would relax a moment, he would realize that he might not like the 
end result himself, and that his children would surely like a better balanced estate 
bequeathed to them, for they will have no place else to go. 
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Here in this eommittee the first steps can be taken to put that estate back in 
balance. We urge you to take them, and thank you for this opportunity 
to do so. 


RESOLUTION OF FEDERATION OF WESTERN OUTDOOR CLUBS 


SCENIC RESOURCES REVIEW 


1. The national need for scenic resources—parks, wilderness, wildlife, and 
related outdoor recreation—is increasing apace, with the need for commodity 
resources aS a direct result of the increase in population, leisure time, and ease 
of access. 

2. Plans for development of commodity resources—such as timber, minerals, and 
water—are well advanced on a long-range basis, and irrevocable land-use de- 
cisions are now being made for these resources which look ahead 50-100 years. 

3. The scenic resource needs are not being similarly planned for on a long-range 
basis. The National Park Service has, as part of mission 66, cooperated with 
local, State, and other Federal agencies in study and planning of recreational 
development, which will have lasting results in lessening the recreational load 
on national parks and in drawing many people to less well known but equally 
enjoyable recreation areas. 

It is therefore resolved that— 

(1) The FWOC commend the National Park Service for its cooperation with 
other agencies in local and regional reereational planning, and urges congres- 
sional support for continuing this cooperative program. 

2) The FWOC urges the immediate initiation of a broad scenie resources re- 
view, to be undertaken by the National Park Service, United States Forest Serv- 
ice, Fish and Wildlife Service, and cooperating agencies and organizations, to 
determine as accurately as possible the Nation’s scenic-resource needs by the 
year 2009. 

(3) Be it further resolved that a preliminary review be made on a crash- 
program basis so that estimates of scenic-resource needs can be placed on a 
footing comparable with commodity-need estimates already available. 

(Voted unanimously at Fan Lake, Spokane, Wash., Labor Day 1956.) 


RECOMMENDATION OF FirtTH BIENNIAL WILDERNESS CONFERENCE 


OUTDOOR RECREATION RESOURCES REVIEW 


A satisfactory and well-rounded standard of life for our growing population 
calls for enhanced appreciation of outdoor scenic and recreational values. 

Exactly what acreage is required for fulfillment of the various needs is un- 
known, but it is known that numerous superb areas, small and large, have been 
lost, or have been whittled away during the past decade, and more are slated 
for destruction. It is also known that areas not specifically set aside for protec- 
tion with strict boundaries and with strict standards of quality have little 
chance for survival in our civilization. 

The valid pressures for raw materials (including water) ; agricultural prod- 
ucts; military requirements; transportation; growing urbanization and indus- 
trialization; and commercial, mechanized recreation and mass entertainment are 
of such great intensity that in our preoccupation with them we could lose sight 
of scientific and inspirational values. This great and prosperous Nation can 
afford to give attention to the values which are more than the material and are 
indispensable to the welfare of our people. 

Developmental and resource surveys have been undertaken for land and water 
uses, including forest products, minerals, water, highway, military and urban 
development. However, these surveys have to date given scant, if any, con- 
sideration to wilderness and other scenic and outdoor recreational needs. 

It is essential to know before it is too late what wilderness, wildlife, scenic, 
and other outdoor recreational resources Still are available, where they are, aud 
what is the type and quality of each, and their relation to the preservation of 
wilderness. It is also essential to estimate how many and what types of each 
we shall need in fifty and a hundred years, and how we may best save those 
selected for preservation with high standards of size and quality in perpetuity. 
If the opportunity remaining to save these outdoor recreational resources is lost 
now, it will be lost forever. 
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To this end, we recommend in principle the outdoor recreational resources 
review bill (S. 846). 

We further recommend legislative provision for temporary protected status, 
pending completion of the inventory contemplated in the outdoor recreational 
resource review, of certain lands of probable high scenic, recreational, and scien- 
tific potential as determined by the Commission; on lands so protected there 
should be no intrusion or development that would preclude their subsequent use 
in the highest public good in accordance with criteria developed in the course of 
the inventory. 

We urge that the legislation establishing the survey not be misinterpreted so 
as to interfere with the adoption of other legislation to provide for the immediate 
protection of wilderness and of resources in need of such immediate action. 


OUR SCENIC RESOURCES 


A valuable suggestion has been made by Mr. David R. Brower, executive direc- 
tor of the Sierra Club. It is that a Presidential commission, set up under au- 
thority of Congress, should conduct a continuing review of America’s scenic 
resources for the purpose of protecting them. 

Writing in the current issue of the Sierra Club’s Bulletin, Mr. Brower said that 
the speed with which the Nation is using up its scenic resources in the production 
of commodities makes it doubtful whether enough recreational and inspirational 
areas will remain for the needs of the expanding population by the year 2000 
unless a vigorous program of balanced land-use planning is swiftly launched. 

Mr. Brower, who is one of the outstanding leaders of the conservation move- 
ment in America, defines scenic resources as “local, State, and National parks, 
wilderness, wildlife, and the recreation derived from them.” 

Mr. Brower in his article concedes that population growth will bring competi- 
tion for all available space in the Nation, but he appeals for equal consideration 
of the recreational and esthetic values of wilderness and other scenic resources 
along with their value as sources of timber, minerals, and power and sites of 
military tests. 

What is needed, Mr. Brower declared, is a Presidential committee or commis- 


sion to establish a continnity of policy, program, and people to coordinate the 
efforts, and to reconcile the demands, of the various governmental agencies now 
concerned in the problem. 

We here in California, who have to struggle unceasingly to save our redwood 
forests and other scenic attractions, should be among the first to admit the 
cogency of Mr. Brower’s suggestion.——Oakland Tribune, February 7, 1957, 


CONSERVATION, BY JOHN B. OAKES 
Sierra club meeting 


A conference on the necessity of erecting more adequate defenses around 
America’s vanishing wilderness will be held next month in San Franciseo under 
auspices of the Sierra Club, one of the Nation’s leading conservation organiza- 
tions. Special attention at this gathering—-known as the fifth biennial wilder- 
ness conference—will be paid to the extent “to which dedicated primitive areas, 
believed safely set aside, are coming under the threat of commercial exploita- 
tion” and to “what desirable areas may still be added to the Nation’s scenie 
resources.” 

In this connection, the Sierra Club itself has proposed a national Scenic Re- 
sources Review, a full-scale inquiry by a commission appointed by the President 
“to find what scenic resources are still left, to make an estimate of the future’s 
need for them, and to devise ways of protecting them in time.” As David R. 
Brower, the Sierra Club’s dynamic executive director, points out, commodity 
producers—those who use up the Nation’s natural resources—are planning their 
requirements many years ahead, But what about the conservationists, who want 
to preserve some of those resources—particularly the scenic resources—for per- 
manent, nonmaterial, nonexploitative enjoyment? We do know what lands have 
been set aside in parks and preserves; but we simply do not know how much 
usage those lands can sustain and we do not yet know what other areas could and 
should be preserved against all inroads, for the benefit of future generations. 


Spiritual needs, too 


In his State of the Union message, President Eisenhower specifically noted 
that the conservation and development of “our soil, water, mineral, forest, fish 
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and wildlife resources * * * are vital to the present and future strength of the 
Nation.” The President surely could not have meant to allude only to material 
strength. Conscious as he evidently is of the spiritual needs of the people, he 
doubtless meant also to draw attention to the intangible but very real values of 
America’s incomparable scenic resources as well. A major effort such as the 
Sierra Club suggests, to determine through a Presidential commission just what 
are these resources, what are the conflicting demands, and what are the highest 
uses, ought to have a strong appeal to the President. 

The Sierra Club’s proposal is spelled out by Mr. Brower in an article entitled 
“Scenic Resources for the Future,’ in last December’s Sierra Club Bulletin, 
which, in that issue at least, is no bulletin but a handsomely illustrated maga- 
zine containing material of interest to conservationists not only on the west 
coast but all over the country. 


Particularly relevant to the problem of wilderness preservation is an article 
by Grant McConnell, professor of political science at the University of California, 
on “the Cascades Wilderness,” a little-known area of northwest Washington that 
is at present only partially protected against incursion and yet is described as 
Scenically “among the superlative areas of the continent.” This region, accord- 
ing to Professor McConnell, is under rapidly growing pressure for exploitation 
of its undoubted timber and possible mineral resources. It is relevant to ask 
whether areas of such completely primitive quality and remarkable beauty should 
not be maintained for a much higher purpose than transitory but destructive com- 
mercial development. Such areas, as Professor McConnell remarks, could well 
be considered not only as the playgrounds of the Nation, “but rather its 
sanctuaries.”—New York Times, February 9, 1957. 

Mr. Brower. Considering there is a lot of testimony to be heard, 
and there might be some afterthoughts, I wonder if there could be 
an opportunity of a day or two to supply some added testimony ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, providing you will hold it within the rules of the 
committee, that of presenting your testimony to the chair and Dr. 
Miller. 

Mr. Brower. Thank you very much for this opportunity. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there questions? 

Mr. Asprnatu. I have no questions. It is a very good statement, 
and the address that Mr. Brower made at San Francisco is a very 
constructive and very interesting statement which should be very use- 
ful to this committee. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further comments or questions / 

Mr. Brower, the counsel has a question. Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Asgorr. One only, Madam Chairman. 

Do I understand the aim of your proposed amendment would be, 
Mr. Brower, to vest in the Secretary of the Interior authority to segre- 
gate or withdraw from permanent entry uses on the land, such lands 
as the Commission might desire tentatively to be set aside for that 
reason ? 

Mr. Brower. I am not sure I got all of the qualifications in your 
question. 

Mr. Apsorr. Presently a great chunk of the lands that would be 
surveyed are open to some form of entry under the public land laws, 
which tends to close that land to such future uses as might be antici- 
pated here. Your thought would be that some protection of those 
lands, interim protection, might be given by the legislation during 
the study by the Commission ? 

Mr. Brower. Just interim protection, or temporary protection, or 
just sort of a “wait a minute” amendment, you might say. While we 
are looking, let’s not have a lot of people come in here and take what 
we are looking out from under our purview. 


” —————— 
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Mr. Asprnatu. That not only includes the time of the period of the 
study, but a 6 months’ period afterward ¢ 
Mr. Brower. Yes. 


Mr. Sartor. Dave, I just want to compliment you on this. This is 
your usual good self performing. 

Mr. Brower. Thank you, Mr. Saylor. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Brower. 

There will not be time to hear the other four witnesses who were 
scheduled to appear this morning. Mr. Pomeroy, Mr. Zahniser, Mr. 
Hudoba, and Miss Bryan will be the first witnesses scheduled to be 
heard tomorrow morning. 


At this point, without objection, I would like to place in the record 
the statement of the honorable Steve M’Nichols, Governor of Colo- 
rado, who was unable to appear personally. 


STATEMENT BY Gov. STEVE MCNICHOLS OF COLORADO 


I regret very much that I cannot be present in person to present my views on 
the proposal to create a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com- 
mission. As the Governor of Colorado, a State richly endowed with much of 
the Nation’s finest mountain scenery, most of its high mountain peaks, excellent 
ski trails and lifts, great mountain forest areas, and headwaters of four great 
river systems. I speak for a State that is vitally interested in the wise planning 
and development of the Nation’s recreation resources. 

The State of Colorado welcomes this expression of Federal interest in review- 
ing these resources. I particularly want to commend the recognition within the 
bill that the lands, waters, and forests which serve economic purposes also serve 
in varying degrees and for varying uses outdoor recreation purposes, and the 
further recognition that “sound planning of resource utilization for the full 
future welfare of the Nation must include coordination and integration of all 
such multiple uses.” 

The State of Colorado is looking forward with keen anticipation to the devel- 
opment of the upper Colorado River storage project, for example. This project, 
of great economic significance to the State and to the Nation, also offers great 
recreation potential. We are anxious that its development make best use of all 
its multiple possibilities. 

We have seen the recreation benefits that are being derived from the great 
Colorado-Big Thompson project, and know from experience that the multiple- 
purpose approach to the use of natural resources is essential—and that this 
multiple use can be wisely developed only by sound advance planning, taking 
into consideration recreation potentials along with all other possible uses. 

There are other great recreational opportunities in Colorado’s future, and in 
the Nation’s future, and these must be seen now and developed now if we are 
to meet the ever-increasing pressure on our recreation resources. Many forces 
are at work in the Nation to add pressure on these resources. There are more 
people each year, incomes are rising, people have more leisure, they can travel 
longer distances in shorter time periods, they have better highways to travel on, 
and are taking longer vacation trips. All of these factors accelerate the pres- 
sure on recreation resources in our Western States. 

The Federal Government has a twofold interest in such a review. First, it 
must help coordinate and integrate the recreation planning and development of 
those resources which serve the entire Nation. Secondly, since the Federal 
Government itself owns substantial portions of such resources, particularly in 
the Western States, and in Colorado more than one-third of the State, it has 
the obligation as proprietor to see that its lands and rivers are made accessible 
to the people for recreation use, among other beneficial uses. 

The State of Colorado is seeking this year to improve its own capacity to help 
in this matter. During the legislative session just concluded, the general as- 
sembly adopted, at my request, a revamping of the law setting up the State 
park and recreation board, and it increased the appropriation for that board, 
so that our own activity in the park and recreation field will be significantly 
stronger beginning in the next fiscal year. 
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The general assembly also adopted my suggestion that all of the agencies. of 
the State having to do with natural resources be brought within a newly created 
State department of natural resources. They have provided money with which 
we are undertaking a full review of our activities, seeking to work out an inte- 
grated policy for the conservation and development of the natural resources of 
Colorado. We have already begun this review, and welcome the opportunity 
this bill provides to cooperate with the Federal Government in the review of 
these recreation resources, and their place in a sound program for resource 
development. 

As I wrote to the Department of Interior, on February 6, 1957, “The State of 
Colorado supports the idea of orderly procedure in the preparation of any proj- 
ect involving natural resource development, that will provide the necessary re- 
view of all the multiple interest involved in order that the most harmonious 
solution may be worked out, giving due consideration to the proper interest of 
all.” And that included recreation interests, of course. 

I fully support this legislation, and assure you that Colorado will give it full 
cooperation when adopted. We of this generation have often had occasion to 
rejoice that our fathers and grandfathers preserved natural recreation oppor- 
tunities, and made wise provision of other great recreation facilities. We, in 
our generation, must take steps in anticipation of the clearly expanded need so 
that our children, and children’s children, will honor us. This is our oppor- 
tunity. Let us meet it successfully. 


Mrs. Prost. I also have communications from the National Audubon 
Society and the California State Department of Fish and Game, 
which will be inserted at this point. 


NATIONAL AUDUBON SoOcrEryY, 
New York, N. Y., May 14, 1957. 
Hon, Gracie Presi, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DrarR CONGRESSWOMAN Prost: The National Audubon Society favers House 
Resolution 3594, or one of the bills similar to it, because they provide the means, 
by the establishment of a review commission, whereby needed facts about out- 
door recreation and resources will be carefully evaluated and recommendations 
will be made to serve as a guide for future governmental and private policies 
und practices with respect to these resources. 

The National Audubon Society favors the establishment of the review com- 
mission because it believes that adequate outdoor recreation resources are vital 
to the present and future well-being of the country, and because the presently 
available facts about these resources are not complete enough ner coordinated 
enough to provide a sound basis for effeetive legislation and other means of 
conserving and protecting them for the benefit of present and future generations. 

The importance of our outdoor-recreation resourees is attested to by many 
indications that the population as a whole is beceming mere and more familiar 
with them, more and more aware of the benefits that eutdoor, back-country 
recreation provides. The need for protection and conservation of both public 
and private recreation resources is strikingly apparent from the dwindling of 
available sites for outdoor recreation in many areas as a result of our popula- 
tion explosion and industrial expansion. 

It wasn’t too long ago that a man with hisznese to the grindstone had open 
eountry at his backside. Now, more frequently than not, he has to spend many 
hours, if not days, with grinding gearshifts and weaving traffic to get to any 
piace that is something more than a memory. 

Fortunately many such places still exist. Some are new publie lands: others 
need to be acquired ; still others need to be more adequately protected against 
exploitation; and finally there are those that need some form of cooperative 
development with their private owners. 

The people of the United States may be justifiably proud of the material bene- 
fits which they have been able to harvest from a favorable environment through 
a combination of individuality, ingenuity, and industriousness. They may be 
justifiably proud also that through the achievement of the high living standard 
they now enjoy unparalleled opportunities for personal growth and satisfaction 
in leisure time. 

Sut if we are in the future to enjoy commensurate material benefits and 
opportunities, if we are to enjoy a standard of living that has both height and 
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breadth, it is important that we exercise great care and wisdom in the manage- 
ment and treatment of all our resources. House Resolution 3594 and similar bills 
will provide the essential facts to make possible the intelligent stewardship of 
recreation resources. 
Sincerely, 
Rosert L, Burnap, Public Information. 





STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Sacramento, Calif., May 16, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: We are particularly interested in legislation pro- 
posing to establish a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. 
We understand that H. R. 3592, 8. 846, H. R. 3594, and H. R. 6909 all propose 
much the same approach to this important national problem. 

Establishment of such a Commission to review national outdoor recreation 
needs would be particularly desirable from the standpoint of California, which 
has approximately 50,000,000 acres of public lands which have important existing 
or potential recreational value. 

Proposals moving toward adoption by the California Legislature will provide 
at the State level an organization of key State officials to coordinate planning 
by all State agencies concerned with outdoor recreational problems and programs. 

A National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission would be of 
utmost value to assure full coordination, and in turn there is no doubt we could 
be of assistance to the proposed National Commission. 

We heartily endorse the national plan and urge its adoption. 

Sincerely yours, 
SerH Gorpon, Director. 


The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o'clock a. m. tomorrow. 
(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Tuesday, May 14, 1957.) 
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ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREA- 
TION RESOURCES REVIEW COMMISSION 


TUESDAY, MAY 14, 1957 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANDS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 o’clock a. m., in the committee room of 
the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, the Honorable 
Gracie Pfost (the chairman) presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for further consideration of H. R. 3592 and related bills. This 
morning we will continue with the slate of witnesses that we had 
scheduled to be heard yesterday when we found ourselves without 
sufficient time. Therefore, we will call the four witnesses first who 
were on our list, then we will hear from the Departments. 

The first witness is Mr. Kenneth B. Pomeroy, chief forester of the 
American Forestry Association of Washington, D.C. Is Mr. Pomero 
here? Mr. Pomeroy evidently is not here, therefore I shall call the 
next witness. 

Mr. Howard Zahpiser , executive secretary, the Wilderness Society 
of Washington, D. C. 

Mr. ASPINALL. eae as we limited the presentations yesterday, 
let the witnesses take exactly the same position. I suggest that we pass 
along this morning. 

Mrs. Prost. How long do you think your oral statement will re- 
quire ? 

Mr. ZAHNiser. I would guess about 7 minutes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Can you hold it to 5 minutes by highlighting it ? 

Mr. ZAHNISER. I can leave out the middle or the first part. 

Mrs. Prost. Please keep it as brief as you can, in view of the fact 
we do have several witnesses to hear from today. There is no time 
available for this subcommittee to meet to hear additional witnesses 
until the latter part of July or later. 

Mr. Aspinatt. I would ask unanimous consent that the whole state- 
ment be admitted as if read. When he is making his presentation, that 
will be in the record. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY HOWARD ZAHNISER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY AND EDITOR OF THE 
WILDERNESS SOcIETY 
OUR OUTDOOR RECREATION INVENTORY 


Madam Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Zahniser, Z as in 
zebra,-A-H-N-I-S-E-R. My first name is Howard. I am executive secretary 
of the Wilderness Society and editor of the Living Wilderness. My headquar- 
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ters are here in Washington, D. C., at 2144 P Street NW. I am glad for the 
opportunity of appearing before this committee in support of this legislation 
and, in doing so, am happy to be acting in cooperation with the Izaak Walton 
League of America, the Sierra Club, and other conservation organizations that 
also are advancing this proposal. 

The governing council of the Wilderness Society at its most recent meeting, 
held on the edge of the wilderness canoe country in northern Minnesota last 
September 8 to 12, endorsed the idea of a scenic resources review. This had then 
already been outlined in a guest editorial that had appeared in our spring 1956 
issue of the Living Wilderness, by David R. Brower, executive director of the 
Sierra Club. At the same time, the council of the Wilderness Society urged the 
proponents of this scenic resources review to incorporate it in a form that could 
be advocated. I am accordingly very happy that the proposal has now been 
incorporated in the legislation that we are here discussing. 

It was my privilege, and a part of my duty, to be a member of the recommenda- 
tions committee at the fifth biennial conference held in San Francisco, Calif., 
on March 15 and 16 of this year. The conference unanimously adopted a recom- 
mendation that was formulated and proposed by the committee on recommenda- 
tions to which I have referred. This recommendation of the conference said: 

“A satisfactory and well-rounded standard of life for our growing population 
ealls for enhanced appreciation of outdoor scenic and recreational values. 

“Exactly what acreage is required for fulfillment of the various needs is un- 
known, but it is known that numerous superb areas, small and large, have been 
lost, or have been whittled away during the past decade, and more are slated 
for destruction. It is also known that areas not specifically set aside for pro- 
tection with strict boundaries and with strict standards of quality have little 
chance for survival in our civilization. 

“The valid pressures for raw materials (including water) ; agricultural prod- 
ucts; military requirements; transportation; growing urbanization and indus- 
trialization; and commercial, mechanized recreation, and mass entertainment 
are of such great intensity that in our preoccupation with them, we could lose 
sight of scientific and inspirational values. This great and prosperous Nation 
can afford to give attention to the values which are more than material and 
are indispensable to the welfare of our people. 

“Developmental and resource surveys have been undertaken for land and 
water uses, including forest products, minerals, water, highways, military and 
urban development. However, these surveys have to date given scant, if any, 
consideration to wilderness and other scenic and outdoor recreation needs. 

“It is essential to know before it is too late that wilderness, wildlife, scenic, and 
other outdoor recreational resources still are available, where they are, and what 
is the type and quality of each, and their relation to the preservation of wilderness. 
It is also essential to estimate how many and what types of each we shall need 
in 50 and 100 years, and how we may best save those selected for preservation 
with high standards of size and quality in perpetuity. If the opportunity re- 
maining to save these outdoor recreational resources is lost now, it will be lost 
forever. 

“To this end, we recommend in principle the outdoor recreation resources 
review bill. 

“We further recommend legislative provision for temporary protected status, 
pending completion of the inventory contemplated in the outdoor recreation 
resources review, of certain lands of probable high scenic, recreational, and 
scientific potential as determined by the Commission; on land so protected 
there should be no intrusion or development that would preclude their subse- 
quent use in the highest public good in accordance with criteria developed in 
the course of the inventory. 

“We urge that the legislation establishing the survey not be misinterpreted 
so as to interfere with the adoption of other legislation to provide for the im- 
mediate protection of wilderness and of resources in need of such immediate 
action.” 

That is the recommendation adopted by the Fifth Biennial Wilderness Confer- 
ence in San Francisco, Calif., on March 16, 1957. We of the Wilderness Society 
endorse this recommendation, and I have found it a convenient way of presenting 
our testimony to this committee with regard to the legislation that is here being 
considered. 

As regards the last point in this resolution—namely, the importance of not 
misinterpreting the outdoor recreation resources review proposal in such a way as 
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to interfere with the adoption of other legislation to provide for the immediate 
protection of wilderness—lI should like to call attention especially to an address 
delivered by Representative John P. Saylor, of Pennsylvania, on April 11, 1957, 
in Philadelphia, before the organization called Philadelphia Conservationists, 
Ine. This address, entitled “Our Outdoors,” discusses the outdoor recreation re- 
sources review bill in some detail, and also makes plain that this bill and the 
bill that is commoniy known as the wilderness bill, which also has been intro- 
duced in this Congress, are actually companion measures and not in conflict with 
each other. This address on Our Outdoors, by Representative Saylor, was intro- 
duced into the Congressional Record on April 18, 1957, by Senator Wayne Morse, 
of Oregon, wih some remarks of his own, emphasizing what Senator Morse called 
“this dual program for preserving certain areas of our primeval outdoors un- 
spoiled, and at the same time conducting an inventory of all our outdoor recrea- 
tion resources and formulating a program for their best use and adequate 
protection.” 

It is significant to note that both Senator Morse and Representative Saylor 
are sponsors of both these bills. 

{ should like to associate myself with the sentiments expresed by Representa- 
tive Saylor and Senator Morse and have this address and these remarks by 
Senator Morse incorporated in my statement at this point. 

And I should like to emphasize that, after outlining ‘our need for a careful 
inventory of all our outdoor recreation resources—a review of what we have, 
in the light of the projected requirements of our foreseeable future,” Repre- 
sentative Saylor spoke forcefully regarding the wilderness bill as follows: 

“Paralleling all of these programs,” he said, “present and projected, and crowd- 
ing urgently for attention while yet there is time, is our effort to enact legislation 
that will preserve our national wilderness system. 

“There are, of course, some people who for various reasons have so far opposed 
the wilderness bill, and some of these opponents of wilderness-preservation legis- 
lation have used the outdoor recreation resources bill as a means of their opposi- 
tion. For this reason, I emphasize that the two measures are in no sense in 
conflict. 

“The one bill provides for a thorough and comprehensive study over a period of 
time and a broad field of interest. 

“The wilderness bill, on the other hand, proposes to establish at once the 
preservation of specific areas that already are recognized as suitable and avail- 
able for preservation. 

“Anyone who has ever tried thus to accomplish such a positive program knows 
that a favorite device of the opposition is to say ‘Oh, no, not yet; let’s study it 
some more.’ So it is now, with the wilderness bill. And some such opponents 
have pointed eagerly to the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission 
bill as the device for such a delay. 

“We are not being fooled, and you will not be, either. We welcome eagerly all 
the support we can get for establishing the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission. We hope to pass this bill promptly. But I say to you, as I have 
already said to others, while we are doing all this study, let’s be saving some- 
thing too; let’s pass the wilderness bill, just as soon as we can.” 

The Wilderness Society and I as an individual have the earnest hope that the 
legislation here being considered will be promptly handled by this committee, 
will be so improved as to incorporate the “closed for inventory” provision with 
regard to certain areas as advocated by the Fifth Biennial Wilderness Conference 
in the recommendations which I have here quoted, and then will be enacted as 
soon as possible by the 85th Congress. 

I thank you very much for your indulgence and your kind attention to my 
remarks. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD ZAHNISER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY AND 
EDITOR, THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. ZaAHNIsER. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, 
you have copies of the statement that I have prepared for presentation 
this morning, to which Mr. Aspinall has referred, so I shall merely 
identify myself, state the position of the organization that I represent, 
and stress one matter that we wish particularly to emphasize from 
our point of view. 
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My name is Howard Zahniser and I am the executive secretary of 
The Wilderness Society and editor of The Living Wilderness. My 
headquarters are here in Washington, D. C., at 2144 P Street NW. I 
am glad for the opportunity of appearing before this committee in 
support of this legislation and, in doing so, I am happy to be acting in 
cooperation with the Izaak Walton League of America, the Sierra 
Club, and other conservation organizations that also are advancing this 
proposal. 

The governing council of the Wilderness Society at its most recent 
meeting, held on the edge of the wilderness canoe country in northern 
Minnesota, last September 8 to 12, endorsed the idea of a scenic- 
resources review, which at that time had already been outlined in a 
guest editorial that appeared in our spring 1956 issue of The Living 
Wilderness by David R. Brower, executive director of the Sierra Club, 
who testified before this committee yesterday. 

At that time the council of the Wilderness Society urged the pro- 
ponents of this scenic resources review to incorporate it in a form that 
could be advocated. Iam very happy that the proposal has now been 
incorporated in the legislation that we are here discussing. 

It was my privilege to be a member of the recommendations com- 
mittee that served at a special conference in San Francisco this spring 
that adopted a recommendation that I had incorporated in this pre- 
pared statement as being a convenient way of presenting the testimony 
that I had in mind to make in behalf of the Wilderness Society. 

In view of the time situation here, I shall omit the reading of that 


statement and pass on to a matter of special emphasis in connection 
with it. 


The last point in this resolution said : 


We urge that the legislation establishing this survey not be misinterpreted 
so as to interfere with the adoption of other legislation to provide for the imme- 
diate protection of wilderness and of resources in need of such immediate action. 

As regards this point, namely, the importance of not misinterpreting 
the outdoor recreation resources review proposal in such a way as to 
interfere with the adoption of other legislation to provide for the im- 
mediate protection of wilderness, I should like to call attention espe- 
cially to an address delivered by Representative John P. Saylor of 
Pennsylvania, a member of this subcommittee on April 11, 1957, in 
Philadelphia before the organization called Philadelphia Conserva- 
tionists, Inc. This address, entitled “Our Outdoors,” discusses the 
outdoor recreation resources review bill in some detail, and also makes 
plain that this bill and the bill that is commonly known as the wilder- 
ness bill, which also has been introduced in this Congress, are peealy 
companion measures and not in conflict with each other. This ad- 
dress on Our Outdoors by Representative Saylor was introduced into 
the Congressional Record on April 18, 1957 by Senator Wayne Morse 
of Oregon, with some remarks of his own emphasizing what Senator 
Morse called this dual program for preserving certain areas of our 
primeval outdoors unspoiled and at the same time conducting an in- 
ventory of all our outdoor recreation resources and formulating a pro- 
gram for their best use and adequate protection. 

It is significant to note that both Senator Morse and Representative 
Saylor are sponsors of both of these bills. 

I should like to associate myself, a representative of the Wilderness 

Society, with the sentiments expressed by Representative Saylor and 
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Senator Morse and either by reference or by the full text, according 
to the wishes of this committee, have this address and these remarks 
by Senator Morse incorporated in my statement at this point. Here 
are some copies of reprint of the statement. 

I should like to emphasize that after outlining “Our need for a care- 
ful inventory in the light of projected requirements of our foreseeable 
future,” Representative Saylor spoke forcefully regarding the wilder- 
ness bill as follows: 


Paralleling all of these programs, present and projected, and crowding urgently 
for attention while yet there is time is our effort to enact legislation that will 
preserve our national wilderness system. There are, of course, some people 
who for various reasons have so far opposed the Wilderness Bill and some of 
these opponents of wilderness preservation legislation have used the outdoor 
recreation resources bill as a means for their opposition. 

For this reason I emphasize that the two measures are in no sense in conflict. 
The one bill provides for a thorough and comprehensive study over a period of 
time and a broad field of interest. The wilderness bill, on the other hand, pro- 
poses to establish at once the preservation of specific areas that already are rec- 
ognized as suitable and available for preservation. 

Anyone who has thus tried to accomplish such a positive program knows that 
a favored device of the opposition is to say, “Oh, no, not yet. Let us study it 
some more.” So it is now with the wilderness bill. Some such comments by 
opponents have pointed eagerly to the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review of 
the Commission bill as the device for such a delay. 


He then went on to say: 
We are not being fooled and you will not be either— 
speaking to the Philadelphia Conservationists— 


we welcome eagerly all of the support that we can get for establishing the Outdoor 
Recreation Resources Review Commission. We hope to pass the bill promptly 
but I say to you, as I have already said to others, while we are doing all of this 
study, let us be saying something, too. Let us pass the wilderness bill just as 
soon as we can, 

That is the end of the quotation. The Wilderness Society, and I as 
an individual, have the earnest hope that the legislation here being con- 
sidered will be promptly handled by this committee and will be so im- 
proved as to incorporate the “closed for inventory” provisions that 
were discussed yesterday and then that this bill will be enacted as soon 
as possible by the 85th Congress. 

I thank you very much for your indulgence and your kind attention 
to my remarks. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Asprnatit. Madam Chairman, this is a very fine statement from 
Mr. Zahniser and I think that his way of relating the two bills is very 
helpful to the committee. 

Mrs. Prost. Any further comments? 

Thank you very, very much, Mr. Zahniser for a fine statement. 

Mr. Michael Hudoba, Outdoor Writers Association of America, 
Baltimore, Md. Obviously Mr. Hudoba is not here. 

The next witness is Katherine W. Bryan, executive secretary, De- 
fenders of Furbearers, Washington, D.C. Isshe here? 

She is not here and the request has been made that her prepared 
statement be made a part of the record. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 
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STATEMENT BY KATHERINE BRYAN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, DEFENDERS OF F'UR- 
BEARERS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Defenders of Furbearers is a national citizens’ organization with 8,000 adult 
members and 5,000 junior members, dedicated to the conservation and humane 
treatment of wildlife and the preservation of its habitat. 

Increasing pressures of our accelerating population to convert forests, wet 
lands and marshes, beaches and streamsides, into sites for agricultural and indus- 
trial development are threatening the survival of many forms of wildlife through 
loss of place for them to live. Our native birds and other animals are integral 
parts of the recreational resources of our country, contributing enjoyment and 
inspiration to millions of our people. The national and State parks, national 
forests, wildlife refuges and sanctuaries, and the open domain and privately 
owned farms and woodlots all play their role in producing wildlife for the benefit 
of the people. The activities of any one of these programs are important to 
recreation ; together, they are vital and essential for the present and the future. 

Defenders of Furbearers have a keen and direct interest, therefor, in the enact- 
ment of proposals now before Congress to establish a National Outdoor Recrea- 
tion Resources Review Commission that will ascertain what remains available 
that can properly be devoted to these purposes. We are pleased to note the em- 
phasis given to wildlife habitat in the pending legislation, and the recognition 
provided of the value of wildlife to the welfare of the people. It is our belief 
that such a Commission is essential to encompass so broad a study, because no 
Single agency can reasonably be expected to reach into every ramification of land 
administration and ownership as is required. 

We urge that this legislation be enacted promptly. Only by quick action can 
the aims of the proposal be realized, and the people of today and of the future 
enjoy the myriad benefits of the outdoors, so rapidly being dissipated. 


Mrs. Prost. The next witness is Mr. Edward C. Crafts, Assistant 
Chief of the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Crafts, do you want Mr. Reynolds Florance to come forward 
with you? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes; I would like for him to. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Florance, will you please come forward ¢ 

Mr. Florance is from the Office of the General Counsel. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. CRAFTS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Crarrs. Madam Chairman and members, I am glad to respond 
to your invitation to make a statement on H. R. 3594. 

Mrs. Prost. Are you going to highlight your statement as the 
other witnesses have done / 7 

Mr. Crarts. I can do whatever you prefer. 

Mrs. Prost. In view of the time element and the number of people 
still to be heard from, if you could highlight your statement in ap- 
proximately 5 minutes, it would be most helpful. 

Mr. Crarts. I will be happy to highlight it, but could my whole 
statement appear in the record ? 

Mrs. Prost. I was going to ask unanimous consent that your 
whole statement appear in the record as though you had given it. Is 
there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Crarts. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF Epwarp C. Crarts, Assistant Cuter, Forest SERVICE, 
Untrep States DeparTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Chairman and committee members: I am glad to respond to 
your invitation to make a statement on H. R. 35 94, a bill for the 
establishment of a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission to ge the outdoor recreation resources of the public 
lands and other land and water areas of the United States, and for 
other purposes. There are nine other identical bills before this com- 
mittee, the authors of which are for the most part members of this 
committee. Although my remarks are directed to H. R. 3594 by Mr. 
Engle, they apply equally well to the other identical bills, 

The Department has submitted a favorable report recommending 
enactment with certain amendments. 

H. R. 3594 and related bills would: 

1. Establish a 15-member bipartisan Outdoor Recreation Resources 
Review Commission, membership of which would consist of two 
majority and minority members of both the Senate and the House 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs to be appointed, respec- 
tively, by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House. 
In addition, the President would appoint 7 citizens known to be 
informed and concerned about outdoor recreation resources, 1 of whom 
he would designate as Chairman. 

2. Establish an advisory council to the Commission to consist of 
liaison officers to be appointed by each Federal agency having a direct 
interest and responsibility in any phase of outdoor recreation, and 
25 additional members to be appointed by the Commission and repre- 
senting various geographical areas and interest groups, including 
certain specified groups. The council would advise the Commission 
in obtaining maximum cooperation from all agencies and groups, 
evaluating resources data, and in other ways. 

Direct the Commission to conduct a nationwide inventory and 
evaluation of outdoor recreation resources and opportunities, deter- 
mine the needs for such recreation resources and opportunities in 1976 
and 2000, recommend desirable policies and programs to meet such 
needs, and report to the President and the Congress by the close of 
1959. 

The Commission also would be authorized to grant funds to the 
States to carry out aspects of the review, and would be directed to 
recognize that, because lands and other natural resources serve both 
economic and recreation purposes, sound planning of resource utiliza- 
tion must include coordination and integration of all multiple uses. 
“Outdoor recreation resources” would be defined by the bill and would 
exclude facilities ordinarily associated with urban development. 

The Department of Agriculture is in general agreement with the 
objectives of the proposed legislation. We believe it would be a for- 
ward step in the conservation of our natural resources and would 
constitute a recognition of the increasing demands made upon them 
to satisfy the recreational needs of our people. At the same time the 
Department believes that, exe ept on federally owned lands, the pri- 
mary responsibility for overall recreational planning should rest with 
the States. For this reason we are glad to note the directive in section 
5 (a) to include representatives of so many State organizations on 
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the advisory council, the instructions to the Commission in section 
6 (a) to proceed through the States as well as other groups in order to 
utilize to the fullest possible extent available data, and the recognition 
in section 7 that outdoor recreation resources and opportunities are 
responsibilities at all levels of Government. 

Among the responsibilities of the Department of Agriculture are 
the administration of 149 national forests comprising 180 million 
acres in 38 States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico. The national forests 
include some of the most spectacular scenery, attractive lakes and 
waterways, fishing streams, hunting opportunities, aud other outdoor 
recreation attractions in the country. As this committee well knows, 
the national forests have for many years been administered under a 
policy of multiple use with due recognition given to the needs for 
recreational development of the national forests as well as their 
management for sources of water, timber, forage, and wildlife. The 
demand for all resources and needs of the national forests is growing 

each year. If multiple use is to work, it is necessary when c onsideri Ing 
recreation needs for example to also consider other needs and to main- 
tain a reasonable balance between all national-forest resources and 
services. 

Recreational use of the national forests has increased at a spectacu- 
Jar rate in recent years. In 1956, there were nearly 53 million recrea- 
tional visits to national-forest areas, not including the well over 100 
million people who simply drove through the forests primarily to 
enjoy the scenery. Compare this 53 million in 1956 and the 18 million 
visits we accommodated 10 years previously in 1946 and the 6 million 
visits 20 years before that in 1926. This is about the same rate of 
increase as has been experienced by the National Park Service. Our 
expectation is some 66 million visits by 1962, and 82 million in 1968, 
or a 56 percent increase in the next 12 years. 

These are not irresponsible estimates. They are geared to past and 
projected trends in population, gross national products, personal in- 
come and leisure time. ( ‘onsider population alone. Fifty-odd years 
ago in 1900 we had about 76 million people. Half a century later our 
population had more than doubled. It is continuing to increase at 
about the same rate and by 2000 it may double again. The population 
clock in the Department ‘of Commerce building here in Washington 
shows an increase in our population of nearly 60, 000 people every week. 

The Department of Agriculture has been fully cognizant of the 
increasing recreational load on the national forests since the close of 
World War IT and the expectation of even greater use in the future. 
Accordingly, in January of this year the Forest Service completed 
preparation of its 5-year recreational program known as Operation 
Outdoors with which most of you, I feel sure, are familiar. I would 
like to place this report in the record at this point as an illustration 
of the type of advance recreational planning that the Forest Service’ 
is doing. This is a short-term program, with dual objectives to, first, 
rehabilitate existing recreational facilities by 1962 in order that they 
will be safe and usable, and second, to plan, develop, and install new 
areas to alleviate present overuse and accommodate future use as it 
develops. The program calls for an expenditure of $85 million over 
the next 5 fiscal years. 
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However, Operation Outdoors and similar studies would not in the 
judgment of the Department take the place of the overall mventory, 
long-range projected needs, and recommendations that would be pre- 
pared by the Outdoor Recreational Resources Review Commission. 
Studies of individual agencies and groups should be of great value 
to the Commission but they are necessarily limited in scope and fre- 
quently of short range. 

The Department believes that H. R. 3594 and identical bills should 
be ene in three respects. 

The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture 
are mee for the administration of most Federal lands devoted 
to recreational use. Consequently, it is believed that they should be 
included in the membership of the Commission itself. It is also 
suggested that the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare might 
we i be included as a member of the Commission. 

Because lands administered by the Department of Agriculture 
aah be so heavily involved in the Commission’s considerations, it is 
recommended that representatives of the Senate Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry and the House Committee on Agriculture also 
serve on the Commission. 

It is believed that the bill should be amended to authorize the 
Commission to transfer funds to the participating Federal agencies in 
order to permit them to carry out their aspects of the review in the 
same manner as the bill would authorize financial assistance to the 
States. 

Language to accomplish these changes is given in the Department’s 
report. 

That concludes my remarks. I appreciate the opportunity of mak- 
ing this statement and shall be glad to try to answer any questions 
the Committee m: iv have. 

Mr. Crarrs. The Department of Agriculture is in general agree- 
ment with the objectives of the proposed legislation. We believe it 
would be a forward step in the conservation ‘of our natural resources 
and would constitute a recognition of increased demands made upon 
them to satisfy the recreational needs of our people. At the same 
time, the Department believes that except on federally owned land, 
the primary responsibility for overall recreational planning should 
rest with the States. For this reason, we are glad to note the directive 
in section 5 (a) to include representatives of so many State organiza- 
tions on the Advisory Council. 

Among the responsibilities of the Department of Agriculture are 
the administration of 149 national forests, comprising 180 million 
acres in 38 States, Alaska and Puerto Rico. National forests include 
some of the most spectacular scenery, attractive lakes and waterways, 
fishing streams, hunting opportunities and other outdoor recreation 
attractions throughout the country. As this committee well knows, 
the national forests for many years have been administered under 
a policy of multiple use with due recognition given to the needs 
for recreational development of the national forest as well as their 
inanagement for sources of water, timber, forage and wildlife. The 
demand for these resources is growing each year. If multiple use 
is to work, it is necessary when “considering recreation needs, for ex- 
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ample, to also consider other needs and to maintain a reasonable bal- 
ance between all national forest resources and services. 

Recreational use of the national forests has increased at a spectacu- 
lar rate in recent years. In 1956, there were nearly 53 million recrea- 
tional visits to national forest areas, not including the well over 100 
million people who simply drove through the forests primarily to 
enjoy the scenery, This compares with 18 million visits we accommo- 
dated before in 1946 and the 6 million visits 20 years before that in 
1926. Our expectation is that some 66 million visits will be made 
by 1962 and 82 million in 1968, or a 56 percent increase in the next 12 
years. 

The Department has been fully cognizant of the increasing recrea- 
tional load on the national forests since the close of World War II. 
Accordingly, in January of this year, the Forest Service completed 
preparation of its 5-year recreational program known as Operation 
Outdoors with which most of you, I feel sure, are familiar. 

With your permission, Madam Chairman, I would like to offer a 
copy of that report for the record at this point. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Madam Chairman, I object. I think it should be 
made a part of the file. I do not believe we should put it in the record. 

Mr. Crarts. That is what I meant, Mr. Aspinall. I did not ex- 
press myself well. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. Without objection, the report will be made 
a part of the file. 

Mr. Crarts. This isa short-term program with dual objectives; first, 
rehabilitate existing recreational] facilities by 1962 in order that they 
will be safe and usable and second, to plan, develop, and install new 
areas to alleviate present overuse and accommodate future use as it 
develops. The program calls for an expenditure of $85 million over 
the next 5 fiscal years. 

However Operation Outdoors and similar studies would not, in the 
judgment of the Department, take the place of the overall inventory, 
long-range projected needs, and recommendations that would be pre- 
pared by the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. 
Studies of individual agencies and groups should be of great value to 
the Commission but they are necessarily limited in scope and fre- 
quently of short range. 

The Department suggests that the bills be amended in three respects. 

One, the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture 
are responsible for the administration of most Federal lands devoted 
to recreational use. Consequently, it is believed that they should be 
included in the membership of the Commission itself. ‘ 

Two, because lands administered by the Department of Agriculture 
would be so heavily involved in the Commission’s considerations, it 1s 
recommended that representatives of the Senate Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry and the House Committee on Agriculture also 
serve on the Commission. 

Three, it is believed that the bill should be amended to authorize the 
Commission to transfer funds to the participating Federal agencies in 
order to permit them to carry out their aspects of the review in the 
same manner as the bill would authorize financial assistance to the 
States. 
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Language to accomplish these changes is given in the Department’s 


report which has been submitted to the committee with the approval 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 


That is all, Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you very much, Mr. Crafts. 

Are there questions ? 

Mr. Aspinauu. I have one, Madam Chairman and that has to do 
with the recommendations that the Department of Agriculture had 
made. Just what was the thinking, Mr. Crafts: of the Department of 
Agriculture when they asked for a representative of the Department of 
Agriculture—either the Secretary himself or someone oppointed by 
him at a policy level—to be made a part of the Commission ? : 

Mr. Crarts. I think, Mr. Aspinall, I can best express it this way: 
The Department of Agriculture has responsibility for administering a 
good many acres of land which are suitable for recreational use and 
are used for recreational purposes. 

Mr. Aspinatu. May I interrupt there to say that you perhaps have 
the most difficult responsibility in that respect of any of the depart- 
ments or agencies, because you folks have to administer according to 
the multiple-use system. Many of the other agencies and corre- 
sponding departments have certain limitations that they can use in 
making their policies for use. In other words, they have certain use 
limitations which help them a great deal. 

I think you have done a wonderful job in the discharge of your 
duties. 

Mr. Crarts. Thank you, sir. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any further comments? 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The question has not been answered yet. 

Mr. Crarts. Because of those responsibilities, it was our feeling that 
the Department should be represented on the Commission itself in 
order to exercise an influence in the recommendations which the Com- 
mission would submit both to the President and to the Congress. That 
is our primary reason, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. AsptInauu. Could not that purpose be just as well solved by the 
procedure which we have permitted in this legislation? That is, call- 
ing upon the agencies and departments for their cooperation? I think 
that it would go so far as to give advice and the Department repre- 
sentatives would, of course, be allowed to be in the meetings. 

Then from this Commission would come the decisions which will 
be made, as far as recommendations are concerned, and which will, 
in turn—without membership on the Commission—permit the Depart- 
ment heads when legislation is drafted for presentation to Congress, 
to make their positions known at that time. 

Mr. Enezz. Is it not a fact that if you had somebody from the De- 
partment of Agriculture and if an issue came up before the Commis- 
sion that involved their interests, if he did not vote the way they 
wanted him to vote, he would be fired? It would be very embarrassing 
to him. You would not want to embarrass anybody down there that 
way, would you? 

Mr. Crarts. No, Mr. Engle, but the recommendation is that the 
Secretary of the Department be on the Commission, and I do not be- 
lieve that the Secretary would be fired. 

Mr. Enete. The Secretary would send someone to act in his place. 
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Mr. Asprnaux. As I understand the recommendations, the Secretary 
himself would be a member of the Board. 

Mr. Crarts. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I would like to have the answer to my question. 

Mr. Crarts. I think, Mr. Aspinall, I have given you the primary 
reason that guided the Department in making this recommendation. 
You asked whether it could not be handled just as well through func- 
tioning in an advisory capacity. The bill does provide for a liaison 
officer from the concerned Federal agencies to function as members 
of the advisory group of the Commission. That would accomplish 
part of the purpose. I think it is a matter of judgment and opinion 
as to whether that would meet the Department’s needs, as well as mem- 
bership on the Commission itself. 

Mr. Asprnati. What bothers me is the suggestion that my colleague 
from California just made, but you would state it a little bit differently. 
I would hope, at least, that the Secretary of Agriculture, or the Secre- 
tary of the Health, Education, and Welfare Department, or the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, that if they were on that Commission, would be 
laboring all of the time for their departments and their departments’ 
jurisdiction. That is only natural. That is their responsibilitv. We 
did not wish to have that clash of jurisdiction. 

Mr. Enoue. That is a good speech, and I endorse part of it. Will 
the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. AspINnaLu. Yes. 

Mr. Enote. I would like to ask a question about the second item in 
which it is suggested that representatives of the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry and the House Committee on Agricul- 
ture also should be members of the Commission. I would like to ask 
whether or not the gentlemen from those committees have expressed 
an interest in this matter or whether the Department is a volunteer so 
far as this suggestion is concerned ? 

Mr. Crarts. This is a volunteer suggestion on the part of the De- 
partment. 

Mr. Enete. It could not be that you gentlemen feel a little more 
comfortable in the Committee on Agriculture ? 

Mr. Crarts. Mr. Engle, the recommendations of the Commission 
would, of course, apply to all national forests. There is a considerable 
acreage of national forests as you know which was not formerly public 
domain and the Department of Agriculture has a responsibility to 
the Agriculture Committees. 

Mr. Enete. Of course, we have jurisdiction of all forest preserves 
created out of the public domain. The Committee on Agriculture has 
jurisdiction of all forestry in general, and forest reserves other than 
those created out of the public domain. I think that the Congress did 
not write that in the 1946 act just to be putting words in there. If it 
means anything—I have argued this with my friends from the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and the Department of Interior—we have juris- 
diction of all national forests created out of the public domain. We 
do not want other people trespassing upon our jurisdiction any more 
than we would trespass upon the jurisdiction, intentionally, of any of 
the other great committees of the House of Representatives. We want 
each in his own corral and we have found, too, that these chairmen are 
very good at defending their own domain and extending it on occasion, 
if the situation seems to warrant it. 
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I suspect, Mr. Crafts, that without your generous and voluntary 
elfort, the gentlemen over on the Committee on Agriculture, both in 
the House and the Senate, will take care of their prerogatives. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any further remarks or questions ? 

The committee counsel, Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Assorr. Madam Chairman, if I may, I would like to talk about 
a point touched on yesterday. 

Mr. Crafts, perhaps you or Mr. Florance would have some knowledge 
of the matter. It appears that when the legislation which became 
the act of June 23, 1936 (49 Stat. 1894), was under consideration, that 
initially it was proposed that the Secretary of the Interior be di- 
rected to make a comprehensive study of all of the lands under Fed- 
eral jurisdiction with respect to public parkway and recreational area 
programs and that, at some point during the consideration of that 
legislation, language was inserted to except certain lands with this 
language: : 

Other than on lands under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture. 

Are you familiar with the legislative history of that act? 

Mr. Crarrs. I am not, Mr. Abbott. Perhaps Mr. Florance can 
answer your question better than I can. 

Mr. Frorance. Mr, Abbott, we have not made a detailed study of 
the legislative history of that act. I was not working on these matters 
at the time that legislation was before the Congress. Therefore, I do 
not. have personal knowledge of the developments as the bill was 
enacted. We have considered that language from time to time and, 
of course, recognizing that it relates to the authority of another de- 
partment, have not undertaken to make an official interpretation of 
the exact meaning of it. 

Mr. Azsorr. It would appear, of course, to remove it from such a 
study other than to the extent that the Park Service could call upon 
other Federal agencies for information. Rather effectively, then, it is 
something in the neighborhood of 175 million acres of land and closer 
to 200 million. Just for the statistical record, may I ask, of the lands 
classified as forest lands, Mr. Crafts, how many acres are in forest 
reserves created from the public domain, and how many represented 
acquired or reacquired lands, offhand ? 

Mr. Crarvs. I can tell you there are approximately 180 million acres 
in the national forests. There are slightly over 20 million, around 22 
million, that are acquired lands. The balance is reserved from public 
domain. 

Mr. Assorr. One further question. In connection with your Opera- 
tion Outdoors, in which I believe the Department has set out a 5-year 
program for recreation—is that correct ? 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct. 

Mr. Ansorr. You refer to a cost figure of $85 million. Can you say 
what the specific statutory ¢ authority for that program is? 

Mr. Crarts. May I refer that to Mr. Florance 4 

Mr. Asporr. Surely. 

Mr. Fiorance. That is included in the overall authority given to the 
Secretary of Agriculture for the administration of the national ferests. 

Mr. Ansorr. And you cite your basic forest reserve act? Is that 
correct ¢ 
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Mr. Fiorance. That is correct. That has been recognized from time 
to time in various acts. I should say that recreation, as one of the 
multiple uses of the national forests, has been recognized in various 
acts over the years, including the appropriation acts. 

Mr, Aszorr. You would cite that in the same way that subsequent 
enlightenment has made it clear that one of the basic purposes is 
watershed matters and watershed development, is that somewhat the 
thinking? 

Mr. Fuorance. That is correct. 

Mr. Ansorr. Would you gentlemen agree as to what was the objec- 
tive of the legislation pending in the last Congress, that it would be 
desirable to have written into the books specific statutory guidelines 
and something on recreational benefits of public lands and Federal 
lands, no matter whose jurisdiction they might be under ? 

Mr. Crarts. I would think so. 

Mr. Assort. This legislation, among other things, would certainly 
accomplish that as distinguished from interpretation of legislation 
that has been on the books some 60 or 70 years. You would agree with 
that ? 

Mr. Crarts. I would. 

Mr. Azsorr. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Crafts. 

Our next witness is Mr. Conrad L. Wirth, Director, National Park 
service. 

I wonder if Mr. Frank Harrison, special assistant to Mr. Wirth, 
would like to come forward with him ? 

Mr. Wirt. May I also have Mr. Ben H. Thompson, who is the 
chief of our recreation resource planning, come forward, too ? 

Mr. Prost. We will be happy to have all of you. 

Mr. Wirth, in line with the practice established by the preceding 
witnesses and the desire of the committee to hear from as many people 
on this legislation as possible, in our limited time, could you hold your 
presentation to 5 minutes? 

Mr. Wirtsa. Madam Chairman, what I would like to do is to place 
two documents in the record. 

As you know, there was delivered to the committee just this morning 
the Department’s report and my prepared statement. I would like 
to place both of those documents in the record and because of certain 
circumstances surrounding this bill and the position I am in, I would 
like to outline a few basic facts on this whole problem in an effort 
to try to clear up some impressions that I believe have gotten around 
as to the attitude of the Service and perhaps of Mr. Wirth in par- 
ticular. 

If that is satisfactory, I would like to inform the committee on 
that particular problem if I may. 

Mrs. Prost. All right, Mr. Wirth. 

You have heard the request of Director Wirth, that is statement and 
the Department’s report be placed in the record in full. Is there 
objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The statement and report are as follows :) 
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STATEMENT BY ConraD L. WietH, Drrecror, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
May 14, 1957 


Madam Chairman and members of the committee, I am in complete agreement 
with the objective of the bill being considered by the committee, to provide for 
a comprehensive nationwide survey of the outdoor recreation resources of the 
United States. From the beginning of our mission 66 program, with which all 
members of this committee are familiar, we have recognized the need for such 
a survey and have included nationwide recreation resource planning as an 
essential part of the mission 66 program. It is very gratifying therefore to 
see the widespread interest in a survey such as would be authorized by these 
bills. I want to say here and now that whatever the decision of the Congress 
may be as to how the survey shall be conducted, the National Park Service will 
want to cooperate fully and assist it in every way possible. 

As evidence of our sympathy with the objectives of the bill, I should like to 
mention the study we have recently concluded, with donated funds, of the 
Atlantic and gulf coasts of the United States to determine the best remaining 
opportunities to preserve outstanding samples of the seashore for public use 
and enjoyment. I believe that all Members of the Congress have received copies 
of the report of that survey and are aware of its conclusion, namely, that it is 
most urgent that the best remaining areas be acquired in the near future if they 
are to be preserved in their unspoiled natural condition. 

We are now getting underway comparable surveys of the Great Lakes shores 
and of the Pacific coast, which studies are also made possible by donated funds. 

These and other special studies have been made, as funds and opportunities 
have been provided, in the interest of meeting some of the most urgent recreation 
resource conservation problems. These are emergency studies to help meet 
emergency situations. As such, they can result in tremendous public benefits. 

Without detracting in the least from the value of these special studies, how- 
ever, I want to emphasize again that I am in complete sympathy with the 
comprehensive survey approach being considered by this committee. This is, 
in my opinion, in the tradition of the nationwide cooperative survey authorized 
by the act of June 23, 1936 (49 Stat. 1894), which authorized and directed the 
Secretary of the Interior “to make a comprehensive study, other than on lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, of the public park, 
parkway, and recreational-area programs of the United States, and of the 
several States and political subdivisions thereof, and of the lands throughout 
the United States which are or may be chiefly valuable as such areas.’ The 
act also stipulated that the survey should provide data helpful in developing a 
plan for coordinated and adequate public park, parkway, and recreational-area 
facilities for the people of the Nation, and it authorized and directed the Secre- 
tary to Seek and accept the cooperation and assistance of Federal and State 
agencies and of the political subdivisions of the States. 

This comprehensive approach, which I believe is traditional with the Congress, 
is also exemplified in the Historie Sites Act of August 21, 1985 (49 Stat. 666), 
which declared that it is a national policy to preserve for public use historic 
sites, buildings, and objects of national significance for the inspiration and benefit 
of the people of the United States and authorized the Secretary of the Interior 
to conduct a nationwide survey of such historic and archeologic sites, buildings, 
and objects. 

Significant outdoor recreation resource planning progress was made, in my 
opinion, prior to World War II but such planning, of course, had to be sus- 
pended during the war and for some time thereafter. As examples of the more 
comprehensive planning reports, I mention the report entitled “Recreational 
Use of Land in the United States,” prepared by the National Park Service for 
the Land Planning Committee of the National Resources Board, published in 1938. 
This was followed by the report entitled “A Study of the Park and Recreation 
Problem of the United States,” published in 1941 and based largely on park and 
recreation area plans made in cooperation with the States under the 1936 act. 
During the war a more limited survey was made of the recreational resources 
of the Colorado River Basin, which was concerned largely with the estimated 
effect of proposed water-control projects on the recreation resources of scenic, 
scientific, and historic interest in the basin. 

Following the war, the Service has participated almost continuously in river- 
basin surveys, carrying major responsibility for the recreation phases of large 
basinwide and regional studies such as the surveys of the Arkansas-White-Red 
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River Basins, the New England-New York region, the Missouri River Basin, the 
Columbia River Basin, and others. The Service also carried a major responsi- 
bility for the survey and report on the conservation and development of outdoor 
recreation resources, which was prepared in 1950 by the Federal Interagency 
Committee on Recreation, for submission to the President’s Water Resources 
Policy Commission. 

To save the time of the committee I should like at this point in my testimony 
to file a statement with the committee on studies on outdoor recreation resource 
planning studies we have made under the authority of the 1936 act, indicating 
the kind and extent of planning data available as source material for the pro- 
posed outdoor recreation resource review. 

The Service is now formulating plans and procedures for the nationwide out- 
door recreation resource planning and historic sites surveys which we expect 
to initiate in the 1958 fiscal year as a part of our mission 66 program. We 
shall be happy to make these and any other data in our possession available to 
the Commission that would be authorized by enactment of the bill now before 
this committee. 

Based upon experience gained in several basinwide and regional recreation 
studies, we believe that a survey of the magnitude contemplated may require 
as long as 4 years in order to be prepared adequately and to be sufficiently de- 
tailed for effective future use. An important service that we believe could well 
be performed by the Commission and which we believe should be a prescribed 
duty of the Commission would be to make a review concerning the adequacy of 
fees and charges that are currently made in connection with outdoor recreation 
activities. In view of the demands that are currently being made for such pub- 
lic outdoor recreation facilities which will certainly increase in the future, it 
would be very desirable for the Commission to consider carefully the matter of 
means and methods of raising funds, charges to be provided, etc., in order that 
these activities may be properly financed and carried forward in the public in- 
terest in the future. 

For these reasons, we suggest the following amendments to the bill: 

(1) Page 7, lines 6 and 7, strike out “December 31, 1959” and insert in lieu 
thereof “4 years following the approval of this act.” 

2) Add an additional subsection to section 6, as follows: “(f) the Commis- 
sion shall make a survey and obtain data concerning fees and charges that 
are levied by Federal, State, and other agencies relating to the use of outdoor 
recreation areas and facilities. The report of the Commission shall contain 
information concerning the methods whereby the necessary finances may be 
provided for operation of outdoor recreation facilities as well as the recom- 
mendations of the Commission concerning future methods that should be adopted 
to carry forward effectively and to provide the facilities and services that are 
required in the administration of outdoor recreation facilities.” 

(3) Amend the title of the bill to read “For the establishment of a National 
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission to study the public use, ap- 
preciation, benefits, and need for outdoor recreation resources, and to make rec- 
ommendations for the preservation or development of such resources including 
the preservation of wilderness values of the public and other land and water 
areas-of the United States, and for other purposes.” 


PuBLIc No. 770%, 74TH CONGRESS 
{H. R. 10104] 


AWN ACT To authorize a study of the park, parkway, and recreational-area programs in 
the United States, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior (herein- 
after referred to as the “Secretary”) is authorized and directed to cause the 
National Park Service to make a comprehensive study, other than on lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, of the publie park, 
parkway, and recreational-area programs of the United States, and of the sev- 
eral States and political subdivisions thereof, and of the lands throughout the 
United States which are or may be chiefly valuable as such areas, but no such 
study shall be made in any State without the consent and approval of the State 
officials, boards, or departments having jurisdiction over such lands and park 
areas, The said study shall be such as, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
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will provide data helpful in developing a plan for coordinated and adequate 
public park, parkway, and recreational-area facilities for the people of the 
United States. In making the said study and in accomplishing any of the pur- 
poses of this Act, the Secretary is authorized and directed, through the National 
Vark Service, to seek and accept the cooperation and assistance of Federal 
departments or agencies having jurisdiction of lands belonging to the United 
States, and may cooperate and make agreements with and seek and accept the 
assistance of other Federal agencies and instrumentalities, and of States and 
political subdivisions thereof and the agencies and instrumentalities of either of 
them. 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of developing coordinated and adequate public park, 
parkway, and recreational-area facilities for the people of the United States, 
the Secretary is authorized to aid the several States and political subdivisions 
thereof in planning such areas therein, and in cooperating with one another to 
accomplish these ends. Such aid shall be made available through the National 
Park Service acting in cooperation with such State agencies or agencies of 
political subdivisions of States as the Secretary deems best. 

Sec. 3. The consent of Congress is hereby given to any two or more States 
to negotiate and enter into compacts or agreements with one another with ref- 
erence to planning, establishing, developing, improving, and maintaining any 
park, parkway, or recreational area. No such compact or agreement shall be 
effective until approved by the legislatures of the several States which are parties 
thereto and by the Congress of the United States. 

Sec. 4. As used in sections 1 and 2 of this Act the term “State” 
deemed to include Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
District of Columbia. 

Approved, June 23, 1936. 


shall be 
and the 





STUDIES BY THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PURSUANT TO THE PARK, PARKWAY, 
AND RECREATION-AREA Stupy Act oF 1936 


The National Park Service has made the following recreation resource plan- 
ning studies under authorization of the Park, Parkway, and Recreation-Area 
Study Act of 1926: 


1, STATE STUDIES AND REPORTS 


From about January 1, 1937, until about July 1942, we cooperated with 46 of 
the States and the Territory of Hawaii in conducting statewide studies for their 
park, parkway, and recreation-area programs. At the time this work was sus- 
pended because of the war, 37 of the States had completed at least preliminary 
reports and some 20 of them were published by the State either in printed or 
processed form. 

These studies were initiated by letters from the Secretary of the Interior to 
the governor of each State, advising of the provisions of the act and inquiring 
whether his State wished to avail itself of the opportunity to participate. The 
governors were also requested to designate the State agency or agencies through 
which this Service should cooperate. Only two of the States (New York and 
Sonth Dakota) replied in the negative. 

Based to a considerable extent upon information obtained through these State 
studies, the Service prepared and published in 1941 an overall report entitled, 
“A Study of the Park and Recreation Problem of the United States.” 


2. CONSULTATIVE AND ADVISORY ASSISTANCE TO THE STATES 


During the period that the State studies were being conducted and also earlier 
in the CCC program, the Service, out of necessity in connection with the operatien 
of the CCC camps, furnished consultative and advisory assistance to the States 
on a wide variety of park and recreation problems including policies, legislation, 
selection of areas, area planning, research, historical restoration, operation, 


organization, interpretive and use programs, concessions, fees and charges, public 
relations, ete. 
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Prior to World War II the Service issued the following reports based on such 

research and studies: 
Park Structures and Facilities 
Park and Recreation Structures 
Fees and Charges for Public Recreation 
Park Use Studies and Demonstrations 
Digest of Laws Relating to State Parks 
Digest of Laws Relating to Local Parks 
Digest of Laws Affecting Organized Camps 

Additionally, the Service prepared and issued a publication entitled,” Year- 
book—Park and Recreation Progress,” for the years 1937, 1938, 1940, and 1941. 
Publication was discontinued by the Service in 1942, because of lack of funds. 
and it has since been published about every 3 years by the National Conference 
on State Parks. 

Beginning in 1939 and continuing to date, the Service has made an annual 
survey of State park expenditures, sources of funds, attendance, personnel, and 
land acquisition and has published tabulations of these data in a processed 
publication entitled, “State Park Statistics.” About every 5 years, the Service 
also assembles and published in a similar manner a listing of all State parks in 
the country, entitled, “State Parks—<Areas, Acreages, and Accommodations.” In 
1954, the Service issued a 15-page, processed publication on State Park Fees and 
Charges. 

3. RIVER BASIN STUDIES 


(a) With the Bureau of Reclamation 

Although the Service was engaged in a minor way in river basin planning 
activities during the thirties, in connection with the related activities of the 
National Resources Planning Board and the Department’s River Basin Com- 
mittee it was not until 1941 that any actual basin planning work was undertaken. 
During that year an interbureau agreement between the Bureau of Reclaniation 
and the Service was approved under which the Service undertook a 5-year study 
to determine the recreation resources of the Colorado River Basin. The resuit- 
ing report is entitled, “A Survey of the Recreation Resources of the Colorado 
River Basin.” 

A similar study was carried out in the Central Valley of California from 19438 
until 1944 at the request of the Bureau. This study was directed toward ascer- 
taining the project cost that might reasonably be allocated to recreation and 
determining the recreation potentialities of the project. Lake Shasta and Miller- 
ton Lake are two of the principal features of this project. 

Another study for the Bureau of Reclamation, in connection with its Columbia 
Basin project, began in 1941. 

In 1944, the Bureau requested the Service to assist with recreation evaluations 
of reservoir sites in 17 basins and subbasins in the Southwest. 

A study of the recreation aspects of the Colorado. Big Thompson project and 
the preparation of plans for public recreation facilities at its reservoirs were also 
done at the request of the Bureau. 

Many other investigations of individual projects and reservoir proposals were 
made with an expenditure of working funds transferred from the construction 
agencies through 1947. At that time the Bureau of the Budget requested that 
funds necessary for recreation, historical, end archeological reconnaissance work 
in connection with the reservoirs and river basins, involving work both for the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers, be included in the Service 
budget estimates. Accordingly, the 1948 Interior Department Appropriation Act 
contained an item specifically for river basin studies (outside the Missouri River 
Basin) and funds have been appropriated each year to carry on this activity. 
A total of 659 reports of various types have been made for the Bureau since 1942. 
(b) With Corps of Engineers 

Following a series of discussions in 1945, the Service expressed a willingness t« 
give general advisory service to the Corps of Engineers in connection with the 
recreation development of its reservoir projects. Funds were transferred to this 
Service and expended for such purpose. 

The corps gradually acquired within their division and district offices their 
own recreation planning staffs. Our cooperation with them now consists largely 
of reviewing plans upon request and making reconnaissance reports mostly for 
the purpose of estimating local recreation needs and probable attendance. <A tota! 
of approximately 177 reports have been made for the corps since 1945. 

















NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION COMMISSION Sl 


(c) Basinwide studies 


(1) Missouri River Basin —The Flood Control Act of 1944 brought together 
the so-called Pick and Sloan plans and authorized the Interior Department to 
proceed, along with the Corps of Engineers, in planning and comprehensive devel- 
opment of the Missouri River Basin. The Secretary called upon the eight In- 
terior agencies concerned with the land planning matters to cooperate fully in 
the project and, on January 16, 1945, a memorandum of understanding between 
the National Park Service and the Bureau of Reclamation was approved by the 
Secretary. This provided that the Service would undertake a survey of the 
recreation resources of the Missouri River Basin (as well as furnish the Bureau 
with recreation plans for the individual projects). This survey is scheduled for 
publication in 1957. 

(2) Arkansas-White-Red Basin.—Yollowing a series of floods, power shortage, 
and other economic ills, the President, in 1950, designated the Arkansas-White- 
Red River Basin as a critical area. He directed that a study be made to develop 
integrated comprehensive plans of improvement of “water and related land re- 
sources” of the basin as authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1950. Accordingly, 
a basin interagency committee was formed consisting of representatives of the 
Army, Agriculture, Interior, Commerce, Federal Power Commission, and the 
Federal Security Agency. The governors of States lying wholly or partly within 
the basins were invited to participate in regular meetings of the committee to 
insure that local viewpoints would be given fullest consideration. The Service 
served as chairman agency for the recreation subcommittee. The report was 
completed June 30, 1955. 

(3) New England-New York region.—A study of the recreation resources of 
this region was undertaken for the same reasons and under the same authority 
as the AWR survey. The June 30, 1955, date for submission of a report aiso ap- 
plied. Participating Federal agencies were the same as in the AWR study except 
that the State Department also was represented because of the international 
aspects of power and navigation studies. The Service served as chairman agency 
of the recreation subcommittee. 

(4) Columbia River Basin——The Columbia Basin Interagency Committee was 
organized in 1946 pursuant to a resolution of the Federal Interagency River Basin 
Committee. The Service was called upon to assist in reservoir and recreation 
planning work and in the study of the region’s recreation resources as part of 
Interior’s contribution to efforts of the interagency committees. The Service 
is carrying the major responsibility for this part of the survey. 

The relatively small but important Rogue River Basin was included in the 
Columbia Basin for administrative purposes and has been the subject of special 
studies within the Department, conducted at the request of the Secretary, to de- 
termine the extent to which the basin should be developed for power and irriga- 
tion purposes as opposed to being conserved for recreation and fish and wild- 
life purposes. The resulting report is entitled “Recreation Resources of the 
Rogue River Basin.” 

(5) Central Valley Basin—Following the Service’s 1942-44 study to provide 
the Bureau of Reclamation with information regarding the recreation potentiali- 
ties of the many water-control projects then under consideration, more detailed 
studies of individual projects were made subsequently, from general river basin 
studies funds appropriated to the Service. It is planned to publish a report 
of the basinwide recreation resources but no date has been set for its completion. 

(6) Northern California coastal drainage basin study.—The Bureau of Rec- 
lamation, with the cooperation of other bureaus of the Department of the 
Interior, the United States Forest Service, and the California State Water Re- 
sources Board, is proceeding on a comprehensive natural resources study in 
three counties of northwest California where there is located one of the finest 
wilderness areas in the State. Early in the current fiscal year the National 
Park Service initiated its part of the study which is to produce a comprehensive 
recreation resources report to be integrated in the areawide natural resources 
plan. The study is scheduled for completion in the 1957 fiscal year. 


4, SPECIAL STUDIES 
(a) Denison Dam and Reservoir project 
Financed with special appropriations made available in the 1942 and 1943 
fiscal years, the Service made a study and appraisal of the recreation potentiali- 


ties of this project. The report is entitled “Recreational Resources of the Denison 
Dam and Reservoir Project—Texas and Oklahoma.” 
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(b) Alaska Highway survey 


Pursuant to arrangements made with the War Department early in 1943, the 
Service conducted a survey of the recreation resources along the Alaska High- 
way and other roads in the Territory. The report is entitled “Recreation Re- 
sources of the Alaska Highway and Other Roads in Alaska.” 

(c) Alaska recreation survey 


As an integral part of this Department’s Alaska program, the Service initiated 
in 1950, a survey of Alaska’s recreation resources including areas of scenic, 
scientific, and historic interest. Fieldwork in connection with the survey was com- 
pleted in 1954 and reports on several aspects of the survey have been published 
to date. The overall report is entitled “A Recreation Program for Alaska.” 
(d) Federal Interagency Committee on Recreation 

In 1950 the Federal Interagency Committee on Recreation prepared a report 
on the conservation and development of outdoor recreation resources for the 
President’s Water Resources Policy Commission. The Service coordinated prep- 
aration of the report. 

(e) Guam recreation survey 


At the request of the Governor of Guam, 2 Service representatives made a 
30-day investigation of the recreation and culture resources of Guam and pre- 
pared covering reports entitled “Park and Recreation Areas—Territory of Guam 
and Archeology and History of Guam.” 

(f) Seashore survey 


In the spring of 1954 the Service initiated an 18-month survey of the Atlantic 
and gulf coastal areas with a donation from a private foundation. The founda- 
tion requested the Service to determine the remaining opportunities to preserve 
unspoiled, natural seashore areas. Reports of this survey are completed. 

In 1956 another donation was made by private foundations to undertake similar 
surveys of the Great lakes region and the Pacific coast. Both of these surveys 
are now underway, and reports will be prepared upon completion of the field- 
work. 

(g) Lower Colorado River Recreation Survey 


Early in the current fiscal year, the Service initiated a survey of the recreation 
resources of a strip of land withdrawn for reclamation purposes along the 
Colorado River between Davis Dam and the interantional boundary, a distance 
of approximately 250 miles. In this planning, we are preparing facility plans, 
designating public use areas, vacation cabin sites, etc., in cooperation with local, 
State, and Federal agencies concerned. 


Mr. Prost. You may proceed Mr. Wirth. 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE 


Mr. Wirtu. Thank you very much. I would like to review briefly 
a little bit of the history of the development of parks and recreation 
in the United States and how it came about and the efforts that have 
been made through the years to accomplish many of the very fine 
things that are contained in this report on this bill. 

I take you back to 1916 when the National Park Service was first 
established and it was due to the efforts of civic organizations and 
especially the American Civic Association. At that time, the Director 
of the Park Service was Steve Mather, who took his office, in case you 
did not know it, because he wrote the Secretary that he did not like 
the way he was running the parks. The Secretary told Mr. Mather, 
“Tf you do not like it, come here and do it yourself.” 

He showed up 2 weeks later and took on the job. 

As a result, they got the bill through establishing the National 
Park Service and he ended up by staying on some 13 years until his 
death. 
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In 1922, realizing the vast scope and the need of more than just 
a national park sy stem, Mr. Mather himself, who was quite wealthy, 
undertook to organize the National Conference on State Parks and 
was one of the leading lights in getting that organization started. He 

s ably assisted by Horace Albright, who was with him from the 
besiasdinw, 

In the thirties with the opportunities that were before us at that 
time, with the relief programs and especially the CCC, the Park Serv- 
ice again aided in overall planning of the park systems and recreational 
areas of the United States. It was the outcome of these efforts of the 
National Park Service which resulted in the Historic Sites Act of 
1935 and resulted in the Park and Recreation Area Study Act of 1936. 

To answer the question of the committee counsel here a few minutes 
ago about the history of the act of 1936, I want you to know that I was 
in the middle of the fight all the way through and the bill was consid- 
erably broader in scope than the way it came out. An amendment ex- 
empting agriculture was put in at the insistence of the Department of 
Agric ulture. We acce pted it because we felt that was the only way to 
get the bill through. 

I do want to say this: Since that bill was enacted and the authori- 
zation for the Department of Agriculture to cooperate is in there, that 
we have had excellent cooperation and we have got a lot of work done 
on joint projects. I might say that one of the re sports that came out in 
1942 was this plan called A Study of the Park and Recreation Prob- 
lem in the United States, which the Department of Agriculture and 
their representative, John Seiker, helped in getting out. 

That is the history of that legislation, a long and gruesome affair. 

Mr. Aszorr. What was the last statement ? 

Mr. Wirtu. It seemed pretty gruesome at the time, but it came out 
in good shape and the cooperation is fine. 

Mr. Asnorr. You are referring to the jurisdictional clash or the 
hassle attendant upon the enactment of this 1936 act? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, and I will say this: I believe very firmly that the 
relationship between the Department of Agriculture and especially the 
Forest Service that has developed due to the cooperative activities 
in this study, has been greatly improved. We do have our disagree- 
ments, but they are not what they used to be, and I think the assist- 
ance given and the cooperative attitude of work, or the cooperative 
attitude worked out through the Recreation Act and through the CCC 
program, helped tremendously in cementing the friendship. That 
work is going along fine. It resulted in this working-together atti- 
tude. That is the history of it and that is the only way we got it. 
The only way we got them to accept that amendment was to have it 
submitted by the Secretary of Agriculture at that time. The record 
will show it, I am sure. 

As stated, the Department of the Interfor has submitted a favorable 
report on the bill being considered by this committee, and they have 
certain amendments. One of the hardest jobs in being a Director of 
the Park Service, or a director of any bureau of any department of 
Government, is to carry out your administrative responsibilities and 
not get too involved in undue efforts to influence Congress by your ef- 
forts on what you think is right, and to carry out your secretarial di- 
rectives and not let vour own sentiments run wild or, otherwise, to be 
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influenced too much by your very good friends who appear in the 
various conservation organizations who think you ought to do more. 
Yet you are bound by your oath of office and by your under standing of 
proper procedures, ethics, and so forth. Thct is one of the hardest 
jobs of any bureau chief, T believe. Sometimes you have to stand by 
and take certain things. I know that many Members of Congress 
have been called on in connection with this, and that there have been 
letters written regarding the attitude of the National Park Service 
and also about my attitude. I think Members of Congress understand 
better than anybody else that there are certain procedures that you 
have to go through, especially if you want to stay at the head of an 
organization for any length of time. 

I would like to just give you some idea of some of the problems 
that come up and why it is impossible at times to meet all demands, 
to read certain things that have been widely circulated in letters, with- 
out disclosing the source. 

I know that certain Members of Congress have had these matters 
brought before them, and one letter that I have here in particular 
states: 


We wish we could understand better your feeling about the recreation re- 
source survey and the several bills now introduced that would provide for 
it * * *. 

As I gather it, you believe that an act passed June 23, 1936, supplies all the 
authority needed, and only World War II, which ended nearly 12 years ago, 
and lack of funds have kept the job from being done. Wouldn't it be far 
more useful for the Park Service to do what it can under the 1936 act and mis- 
sion 66, and also to support the resource survey proposal wholeheartedly, and 
do what it can to help lead the survey? 

Our own studies across the country, in which we consulted with other lay 
organizations and with various branches of government, have convinced us that 
the 1936 act is entirely inadequate for the broad national job that needs to be 
done. Following are some of the considerations advanced : 

1. The NPS is not at a high enough level in the Government to move intra- 
agency molasses out of the month of January. The NPS cooperative activities 
chief who would head up the mission 66 survey is, by my count, 9 steps below 
a commanding general—in an infantry division that means sergeant, first 
class.” 





When I was in the Army he ran things, but that is something 
else. 


I have nothing less than admiration for the people involved, but they work in 
a system, a system with channels. Sergeants, first class, don’t get very far with 
regimental commanders, and there will be eight other regimental commanders to 
deai with outside Interior, plus many lieutenant colonels in the various com- 
IM1SS10Ons, 

To ilustrate recent problems the NPS has had with interagency cooperation : 

(a) * * * The NPS ecouldn’t persuade a sister bureau with $21 million to 
spend to stay out of Dinosaur, and even after the controversy was resolved could 
not get the 1955 Dinosaur Park bill reported by its own Department. 

Gentlemen, in that connection, I would like to say this: Perhaps I 
am getting pretty well involved now in making a statement, but the 
problem is over and I want to say that I made as high a plea as I 
could to the Secretary not to approve, but, after he made his decision, 
I had to stick to the decision of the Department and, speaking to 
the members of the committee on both sides, I was not embarrassed by 
being called up here to express my own personal views, which would 
have meant nothing anyway. It was known that I did recommend 
strongly against the Echo Park Dam. 
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I want to say, about that $21 million, I do not think I need to say 
that I was not bought out for $21 million. In fact, I offered Dexheimer 
$1 million per trailer, for 20 surplus trailers that he had and that he 
would not let us have. 

He wanted to know what I would pay for it and I said, “Deduct it 
from the $21 million.” We had no use for I think you will 
verify that. 

We next come to item (0) : 


* * * The NPS could get nowhere on the return of the Minarets to Yosemite, 
even with the former Secretary of the Interior supporting the move. 

If this Commission will add the Minarets to Yosemite, that is 
wonderful. 

* * * The NPS seems to have restricted its scope, under the 1936 act, to deter- 
mining the amount of recreation writeoff on corps reserviors. 

I do not know what that means. 


* * * T do not believe the NPS has kept posted about the Clearwater 


threats 
to scenic resources, 


and seemed for a while to support them. The NPS was 
unable to get a clear statement of opposition from its Secretary to the proposed 
Smoky Range Reservoir, and asked for no help. 

I am not used to going out and getting people to jump 7 my 
Secretary, and we do make our presentations the best we can, but I 
just cannot conceive of a bares chief going out and opposing his 
Secretary and then going back of his bac k and tr ving to get opposition 
to him. 

Health, education and welfare. Gentlemen, I think the National 
Park Service should be given credit for setting the best examples on 
health and sanitation and eae abatement of any agency 
of the Government. It was the National Park Service that instituted 
the trash bag for automobiles before anybody else thought of it. We 
will help in every way we can in pollution abatement at every oppor- 
tunity we have w ithin the authori ity we have. 

Those are some of the things about which questions have been raised, 
and I do not think they have been really proper charges against the 
Park Service, if you know the wh¢ le story. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnaty. As far as I am concerned, I hear criticisms of all 
agencies and departments of the Government day by day and I have 
to work with them. I think you should be very olad, Mr. Wirth, that 
you do not have to stand for election every 2 years. 

Mr. Wirri. That, sir, lam. 

Mr. Asptnatu. Because if you have criticisms leveled at your De- 
partment, you can pick out the constructive ones, and those you do not 
think are constructive you can push aside and let them go, whereas the 
members of this committee have to go out and on our people in the 
light of all the criticism that comes in about us. I doubt very much 
that anv of the members of this committee are worried too much about 
the criticisms you have brought to our attention, be a if you were 
not doing anyth ing probably you would not be er iticized, but inasmuch 
as you are doing something you are getting criticism. I can assure you 
as one responsible for this legislation that there has not been in the 
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minds of anybody I know of responsible for the drafting and further- 
ing of this legislation any criticism of the Park Service because of 
some acts by the Park Service that may have displeased the people. 

Mr. Wrrrn. Congressman Aspinall, I subscribe to your statement 
of policy that you have to take criticism. We expect it and we take 
it and we analyze it. We are not perfect and we want criticisms and 
suggestions, but those are given as some of the reasons for the Recrea- 
tional Study Act. That is why I read them. 

I give that as a prologue to what I am going to say now. The matter 
of where that letter came from has all been straightened out. That is 
part of the background. At this stage, as I say, [ am for this bill and 
the Department is for it, but we must be sure that there is complete co- 
ordination between the Departments so that we will not be overlapping 
one another’s work. We should have a coordination of the efforts of 
the various bureaus. 

I bring that out because this is an extract from a statement we have 
made to the Secretary of the Interior a long time ago in reference to 
our study which is item 7 in our mission 66 report. 

Mr. Mititer. Madam Chairman, may I ask a few questions at this 
time? I hate to interrupt your discourse, but I do not quite follow 
some of the things you are trying to prove. I am interested in the 
contents of the bill, and I wonder if I might ask a few questions on that. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Wirth, could you answer the questions for Dr. 
Miller at this point, and then if you have something further to say 
in regard to your statement you may proceed. 

Mr. Wirrn. I do not think it would take me much longer. I will 
do as you wish. 

Mrs. Prosr. Will it only take you a moment or two, Mr. Wirth? 

Mr. Wirru. One page, and we want to tell you what we have in 
mind to carry out our mission 66 program. 

Mr. Enoix. What does that have to do with the bill ? 

Mr. Wirrn. We are now conducting a similar survey, and I will 
brief it by making a statement rather than reading it. 

We had proposed setting up an advisory board similar to this thing 
to help on the survey. 

Mr. Enete. You are afraid this bill would conflict with what you 
wanted to do under the 1936 act? 

Mr. Wirru. No. 

Mr. Enetx. You are blowing a whistle and flashing a red light. 

Mr. Wietru. No; I have not. 

Mr. Encore. You certainly have to me. You have disparaged this 
bill, as I see it. I will have to go back and look at this 1936 act. 

Mr. Mriter. That is what worries me. Does not the Secretary of 
the Interior now have authority to make surveys on parks and so forth 
under the 1936 act? 

Mr. Wirth. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitirr. He does have that authority ? 

Mr. Wiretn. Yes. 

Mr. Muzer. Does he not also have the authority to make those same 
surveys under your so-called mission 66? 

Mr. Wirtu. We have money in 1958—we have a program of $849,- 
000 in the bill on the various sections of this survey and it has passed 
the House. It calls for a 4-year study costing $2.7 million to be com- 


pleted by 1961. 
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Mr. Mirter. That is nothing to sneeze at in these days of economy. 

Does not the Agriculture Department, its Forest Service, and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service cooperate ? 

Mr. Wirth. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Muiter. I notice you said a Commission of 15 members? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes. 

Mr. Mixier. Seven of them appointed by the President and the 
others from Congress ? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. The seven appointed by the President to draw $50 a 
day per diem for expenses, I presume. Is that a permanent commis- 
sion until 1960 when they make their final report ? 

Mr. Wirrn. I think they are to make their final report by 1959. 

Mr. Mruzter. Then there is an Advisory Council of 25 men ? 

Mr. Wirern. Yes. 

Mr. Miter. I do not know what their function would be, I suppose 
to advise the Commission. Sometimes I think we get a little com- 
plicated in redtape because we get too many commissions advising the 
council. 

Mr. Asptnauu. There is a lot of work to be done here. A lot of 
work goes to the State and local governments. 

Mr. Wirru. Madam Chairman, may i make a statement? In my 
report to the Secretary some time ago I made the statement that the 
current plan of study would include the establishment of a special ad- 

visory committee composed of national leaders in the various fields 
of conservation, and that it is expected it would also be a working 
committee on which would be represented Federal and State agencies 
and professional and service organizations. 

Mr. Minter. Is that on this mission 66 ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. But I will say this, that I believe a commission 
that is appointed by or recognized by Congress would carry more 
weight, and that is the point I was coming to, Congressman Engle, 
that we had planned on that same type of thing, and when the money 
becomes available in July, provided it gets through the Senate, with 
that money we propose to do something like this. 

I am not throwing a monkey wrench in this bill, but I am saying 
if it ties in with the act of 1936 it will carry more weight. 

Mr. Miuirr. I think Government Operations pointed out we have 
about 600 commissions and advisory councils advising some groups 
in Government. If we are going to set up 2 more under this bill and 
1 under mission 66——— 

Mr. Wirru. We will not set one up under mission 66 if this bill 
goes through. 

Mr. Mituer. I do not know just where you would end with that 
type of program. I think the tendency may be to eliminate some 
of these advisory committees, 

Mr. Wirru. It is a concern, sir, of every agency where it gets its 
advice and the amount of advice and the agencies it gets it from. I 
think I am now, as Director of the Park Service, on Yabout 14 or 15 
commissions. 

Mr. Miizier. Commissions advising you? 

Mr. Wirtn. Commissions I am on, such as the Planning Commis- 

sion, Zoning Commission, Jamestown Commission, Advisory Board, 
the Woodrow Wilson Commission is over w ith now. 
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Mr. Mirier. The Centennial Commission ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. The Centennial Commission, the Theodore Roosevelt 
Commission, and the New York Shrine Commission. There are quite 
a few and I will admit, sir, that we do try to sell our ideas to them, 
and I think that is what we should try to do. 

Mr. Enatn. I do not object to that, but when you say you are for 
the bill and then run around and bite the tail, I call is circumlocution. 

Mr. Wirtn. Well, I did not mean to bite the tail. 

Mrs. Prosr. Any committee questions? I think this isa good place, 
Mr. Wirth, for us to start the committee questions unless you have 
something else you want to say. 

Mr. Wirrnu. I think I have said enough, apparently. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercarr. Mr. Wirth, I would like to pursue this a little further. 
I am, of course, pleased and somewhat surprised to see the report 
that came up here this morning. I had anticipated that there would 
be an adverse report coming out, because did not Secretary Seaton is- 
sue a report that his Advisory Board had recommended against this 
bill? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right: but that board is purely advisory. As a 
matter of fact, I have been accused of controlling the Secretary’s Ad- 
visory Board, which I consider a compliment. 

Mr. Mercarr. You had recommended in favor of this bill, I take it ? 

Mr. Wrrru. I pointed out to the Secretary in my report the various 
things we were planning to do in the mission 66 program, and I ended 
up by saying that mission 66 in certain aspects goes into considerabl) 
more detail. I left it in that position. 

Mr. Mercatr, And you have given us an unequivocal report in favor 
of the bill except for certain amendments, and one suggestion troubles 
me a little bit. 

Mr. Wrirrns. Should I read the amendments? 

Mr. Mercatr. I want to take up one of them. 

Mr. Wirtn. They are departmental amendments. They are the 
same ones I have in my statement. 

Mr. Mercatr. They are the same? 

Mr. Wirtrn. Exactly the same. 

Mr. Mercaxr. I refer to the second page of the departmental report 
which was just delivered here today and the suggested amendment 
No. 3 including wilderness as a part of the survey and inventory. 

Mr. Wrrern. That is a change in title. 

Mr, Mercatr. Do you not agree that the purpose of this bill and the 
purpose of the wilderness bill are completely different and separate 
and apart? 

Mr. Wirru. I feel this way, that when you are studying the recre- 
ational possibilities of the United States you have got to take in all 
the elements in your studies, and amongst them is wilderness. 

Mr. Mercatr. Is there anything in this bill that would prevent 
including wilderness as a part of the sur vey and inventory ? 

Mr. Wrern. No,sir; that is why we just clarified the title. 

Mr. Mercaur. Do you not feel that this business of taking stock, 
this Commission will have to take an inventory of wilderness as well 
as national parks? 

Mr. Wrrrn. I certainly do. 
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Mr. Mercaur. So that would it not confuse the issue to add wilder- 
ness in the title, and would it not tend to confuse the purpose of this 
inventory and survey bill with the purpose of the wilderness bill which 
is also pending before this committee ? 

Mr. Wirrn. As I understand the wilderness bill, it is entirely differ- 
ent from this. The wilderness bill provides for certain criteria in 
establishing wilderness areas and certain methods of establishing them 
and protecting them. ‘This is purely the development of an overall 
program, and I do not think there is any conflict between this bill and 
the wilderness bill. 

Mr. Mercatr. I do not think there is any conflict as presently writ- 
ten, but I certainly think there would be a conflict or at least a tend- 
ency toward confusion if the amendment suggested were inserted in 
the bill. 

Mr. Wirrnt. We thought it was a clarification. If it is not a clari- 
fication and if it is confusing the issue, I am sure the Department 
would not want to push it. In our minds it is a clarification. One is 
developing an overall program for the United States for all forms 
of recreation, whereas the wilderness bill applies to a specific type of 
area, that is: providing for the care of national wilderness. 

Mr. Mercatr. Just the same as a national park ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. 

Mr. Mercatr. And they should all be covered in this inventory ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. It is the same principle of what we 
were trying to do with our 1936 act. 

Mr. Mereaur. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnaui. No questions. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Eneir. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. I will have to consult with my advisory committee 
on this. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Christopher. 

Mr. Curisrorner. There seem to be a multiplicity of advisory 
committees on almost everything and I suppose most. of those com- 
inittees give the members thereof an opportunity to make an honest 
living. I have no further remarks. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. No questions at this time. I may submit some questions 
at a later time, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I have one question, Madam Chairman. 

What was the reason back of the Department’s desire to continue 
the life of the Commission for 18 months or 2 years beyond the time 
indicated / 

Mr. Wirin. We recommended that the time of the Commission be 
extended because we do not think there is sufficient time. We figure 
it will take 4 years from the time of authorization to complete the 
report. 

Mr. Asprnatt. When we provide for these extended periods of time 
for such studies, do we not just prolong the possibility of the Com- 
mission not doing anything until almost time for the report? 
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Mr. Wirru. I do not think so. That certainly would not be true 
with this group, because this is an enthusiastic group and I am sure 
they will get on the ball as fast as they can. 

Our experience has been this, that you lose a considerable amount 
of time in the beginning in the basic work that you have to do. For 
instance, any advisory committee or any Government bureau dealing 
with a State park and recreation department or a metropolitan area 
or other agencies, have to establish understandings and agreements. 
When we got the 1936 act through, even in those days when we had 
Federal aid for development, we made up our mind we were not going 
to put camps in those areas without State plans. It took sixteen to 
eighteen months to get agreements from the Governors of the States 
that they would join in those plans. We made plans with 42 or 43 
States, but it was their plans. 

It is the early work of organization that consumes the time, and 
that is why we do not think 2 years is sufficient, especially when you 
cannot give these people aid in money. You are just asking for co- 
operation to get a national plan and you need their help. 

Mrs. Prost. Any further questions? The counsel has a question. 

Mr. Aszsotr. The Department of the Interior recommends that the 
Commission compile survey data on rates, fees and charges, is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assporr. And does the recommendation have a view of asking 
the Commission to recommend whether fees and charges, as a part 
of financing, might be levied in those units? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. That question comes up constantly before Con- 
gress. We had a fee of our own several years ago in national parks. 
We heard constant remarks about, “You have to pay a fee to get in the 
national parks but we can go camping in other areas without paying a 
fee.” There is no uniformity in that particular field and we thought 
this ought to come out in this study too. 

Mr. Aszsorr. In connection with the statement you have just made, 
is it correct to say there are 6, 7, or perhaps 8 Federal agencies who 
have direct or indirect responsibility in this field? First, does the 
Park Service? 

Mr. Wirtn. Yes. 

Mr. Asporr. Does the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes. 

Mr. Ansorr. Does the Forest Service? 

Mr. Wireru. Yes. 

Mr. Asporr. Does the Corps of Engineers ? 

Mr. Wirth. Yes. 

Mr. Assorr. The Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes. 

Mr. Ansorr. The Tennessee Valley Authority ? 

Mr. Wirth. Yes. 

Mr. Apsorr. The Bureau of Land Management ? 

Mr. Wiretn. Yes. 

Mr. Assorr. Are there any other agencies? 

Mr. Wiretn. The Indian Service has a certain amount. 

Mr. Agsorr. With respect to Federal lands held in trust for the 
Indians? 
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Mr. Wirtn. Yes. We are encouraging the Indians to use more of 
their natural resources for recreational purposes and possible sources 
of income. 

Mr. Assorr. And does the military have some recreational areas? 

Mr. Wirtu. That is limited to the military itself. 

Mr. Assort. Is there a publication or compilation that would re- 
flect the extent of the responsibility of the several Federal agencies 
in terms of land? 

Mr. THompson. The Federal Interagency Committee on Recreation, 
which is a voluntary group, have issued a publication which they call 
the Role of the Federal Government in Recreation. I think that would 
have most of the information you want. 

Mr. Axssorr. One of the things in the Department of the Interior 
report—the plain fact is there 1s a great deal of concern as to when 
a decision will be made on consolidation or nonconsolidation of this 
recreational function. Is that not true? 

Mr. Wirrn. I think the concern is this. We had planned, in accord- 
ance with the 1936 act, to proceed. We are glad to tie in with this over- 
allcommission. We pointed out our various responsibilities in the Sec- 
retary’s report, which are more for carrying out a plan; and this, we 
understand, would be a recommended program that would affect not 
only the Park Service but all bureaus of the Government and also be a 
guiding influence for the States even though you could have no control. 

Mr. Ener. Will the gentleman yield? Would it not be helpful 
just to repeal the 1936 act ? 

Mr. Wirtn. No, it would not. 

Mr. Enate. It would eliminate the confusion, would it not? 

Mr. Wirt. It would take away from the Park Service its authority 
for planning in cooperation with the States, which has been going on 
for years and which carries authority, whereas this is a plan. 

Mr. Enoie. Could we merge that with the Commission ? 

Mr. Wirtu. I do not think that is a good plan. 

Mr. Eneaix. You have not told me why. 

Mr. WirtH. We have a certain amount of basic authority in the 
act of 1936 which allows for a continuous relationship between estab- 
lished Federal and State agencies and various Federal agencies. 

Mr. Encrz. We could merge that in the larger act. 

Mr. Wirrn. What authority, then, would you give this advisory 
commission ? 

Mr. Ener. We could abolish them too. We could clear this up in 
good shape and put it all under one head and not have any further con- 
flict or jostling around. I sense an effort on your part to maneuver 
for position. I think the way to handle it might be to wipe it out and 
start all over again. 

Mr. Wirrn. I hope I have not given all members the impression that 
we are maneuvering for position, for what, I do not know. Basically 
we have been and are trying to carry out a national recreational pro- 
gram. We welcome all the help we can get. Weare trying to point out 
to the committee there are places of conflict and if this ties in and gives 
us wider authority—I am speaking of the Government as a whole, 
because the conservation and recreational program of America is in 
peril and has been for years. We have had to go out and get money 
from donated funds to get out reports on our seashores, on preserving 
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our waterfronts, and so forth. This is not a new issue; this is an old 
issue. We are willing to get all the advice and help we can, because 
these people are our friends. I am not arguing against the bill. I 
am pointing out what we have done. 

Mr. Encie. You may not be arguing against the bill, but you are 
damning it with faint praise, and it deeply concerns me. 

Mr. Sartor. Did not this Advisory Board authorized under the 
act of 1936 recommend an unfavorable report on this bill ? 

Mr. Wirtu. No, sir. There was a Secretary’s Advisory Board of 
1935, which is authorized by the Historic Sites Act, which did recom- 
mend to the Secretary against this bill. It is not a Park Servee ad- 
visory board; it is a secretarial advisory board. 

Mr. Sartor. And notwithstanding that fact that the Board made 
an adverse report on this bill, the Secretary of Interior, in his report 
to this committee dated May 13, favors the proposed legislation with 
the amendments you have referred to? 

Mr. Wirth. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. What is your feeling on the recommendation that the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of Interior and the Secre- 
tary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare be made 
members of this Commission ? 

Mr. Wirrn. I thought it was a pretty good idea, but after I heard it 
said that we were trying to control the Commission, I would say 
leave it out. I think we should look at this in the spirit of cooperation 
rather than trying to control. I cannot speak for the Department be- 
cause the Department has not reported on that issue, but I personally 
see no objection to that. 

Mr. Ruopres. On page 5 of the bill it provides for an Advisory 
Commission that would include liaison officers from the departments 
interested. 

Mr. Wrrru. I understand those liaison officers would be below the 
Secretaries. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you think it is necessary to have participation by 
the departments at a higher level than the liaison officers ? 

Mr. Wirtu. I thought it would be pretty good, and I still think it 
is good. 

Mr. Ruopes. In other words, you are fearful that this Commission 
consisting of 4 Members of Congress and 7 citizens might be making 
recommendations and might not receive consideration from the de- 
partments that those recommendations might have if persons at the 
secretarial level had participated in the discussions and recommenda- 
tions ¢ 

Mr. Wirrtn. I think, sir, that this study you are talking about here 
is going to formulate a policy and long-range program for genera- 
tions to come, and I think when you get to the Secretaries of the 
various departments they look at things objectively and they have 
their fingers on certain information or know-how to get it that an 
Advisory Commission of that nature would like to know about. I 
do not think the Secretaries, even if they had a mind to, could change 
the opinion or the vote of 11 other men, 4 Members of Congress and 
7 appointed by the President. May I say that is a recommendation 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. 
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Mr. Ruopes. As a practical matter, when a Secretary is appointed 
on one of these Commissions, does not someone else in his Department 
do the actual work and sit in at the meetings / 

Mr. Wirrn. He usually uses an Assistant Secretary who reports 
directly to him, and at times in these meetings they do report things 
back for report from the bureaus before he casts his vote which he has 
on that board. 

Mr. Ruopes. So actually what you would be doing would be ele- 
vating the liaison officers to the level of Secretary ? 

Mr. Wirrn. There are several commissions the Secretaries are on, 
and I expect I might be the liaison officer on such a commission and 
I have never been elevated to the point of taking the Secretary’s posi- 
tion. 

Mr. Ansorr. What is your statutory authority for the mission 66 
program ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. Our statutory authority for the mission 66 program is 
the act of 1916 and the act of 1935 and the act of 1936. 

Mr. Ansort. Your basic National Park Service Acts? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes. 

Mr. Assorr. There has not, however, been approved by the Con- 
gress a legislative mission 66 program? I say legislative to distinguish 
it from a program by appropriation. 

Mr. Wirtnu. No, sir, but there is a bill before this committee on which 
there has not been a hearing but which was introduced sometime ago, 
and we sincerely hope it will come out. That bill recognizes mission 
66 as the desire of Congress and gives additional authority such as to 
expend some of our funds on lands other than those in the parks, such 
as adjoining forest lands, where we need lands for administration. 

Mr. Aszorr. Of course that bill is more on administrative details 
than a basic legislative program for mission 66 ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right, and I would say this, that we felt we had 
all the basic necessary laws to carry out mission 66, but we did want 
the recognition of mission 66 by Congress. As far as the appropria- 
tion is concerned, we have got that recognition through your Subcom- 
mittee on Appropriations. They have approved our entire 10-year 
fiscal program and given us authority to make shifts between years in 
order to meet conditions such as shortages of material or an overex- 
panding of contractual work in a certain district so that we can move 
a program that is approved, say, to another area. 

Mr. Anssorr. The reason for the question is this. Mr. Crafts, speak- 
ing for the Department of Agriculture, I believe in effect agreed that 
one of the basic purposes to be served by the pending legislation would 
be to establish bases for more clearly defining “outdoor recreation 
resources,” rather than straining at some ancient legislation. 

Mr. Wirtn. I will agree to this extent, that by this legislation it is 
being recognized by Congress as a major objective of the Congress to 
get a sound, definite recreational program for America. I agree 
with them to that extent. 

Mr. Apsorr. Two or three of the witnesses yesterday were asked 
whether language should be inserted in the bill which would place an 
obligation on the Commission of making recommendations as to the 
desirability or nondesirability of consolidating in a single Federal 
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agency the responsibility for administering the Federal recreational 
function. Do you have any opinion on that 2 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, I have an opinion on that, sir, a personal opinion. 
I believe that the value of the National Park Service is based on the 
caliber of values we have established. I would not want to extend 
our responsibility beyond those areas specifically assigned to us; that 
is, national parks or historic sites. I believe the other agencies that 
have responsibility should continue to administer it. However, I be- 
lieve there should be cooperation between the agencies and there should 
be a uniformity so that those agencies shall not be in competition with 
one another and the program as a whole will satisfy the needs of all 
fields of recreation in America. 

Mr. Ansorr. Do you conceive that as a result of the facts assembled 
by the Commission, if this legislation were passed, the question may be 
squarely raised whether entire or partial consolidation may inevitably 
be laid before Congress when they report ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is possible. I have given a lot of thought to these 
questions, and I do not see how, in analyzing all the facts, you would 
want. to have a central agency to run the recreational resources. 

Mr. Asporr. You are saying, in your view it could not be done? 

Mr. Wirrn. I am saying it would not be practical. It would be 
expensive and it would not be successful. 

Mr. Asporr. That is all. 

Mr. CuristorHer. Would you be just a little hesitant to have the 
Secretary of Agriculture as a member of an advisory commission to 
the National Park Service ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Not if I had the Secretary of the Interior in there, too. 

Mr. Curisroruer. I would be very fearful of something like that. 
I would be afraid, having as I do the best interests of the National 
Park Service at heart, I would be a little fearful for you to have the 
present Secretary of Agriculture as a member of such an advisory 
commission, because I would fear that, if by chance you took his 
advice, you would find the National Park Service in the same situa- 
tion that the American farmer finds himself in at the present time. So 
my recommendation to you would be to move very carefully along 
this line. 

Mr. Eneir. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Wirth put his finger on the objection the committee had that 
these fellows would have authority, through their subordinates, to 
become advocates of their particular Departments. You would not 
feel safe with the Secretary of Agriculture on the Commission unless 
the Secretary of the Interior was on there, too, to hold him even. That 
is What we want. We want people on this Commission who will try to 
balance the advocacy of those in Agriculture and those in Interior and 
come to sound conclusions. 

I cannot help but feel you have dealt this bill a crippling blow by 
your testimony. Your pat on the head in your formal statement has 
become a club between the ears, because it is very apparent to me 
that you do not want this Commission if it is going to abridge the 
authority you have under the 1936 act. We either have to abolish your 
commission or enlarge it. 

Mr. Wirrn. We have no commission under the 1936 act. 

Mr. Ener. You have authority ? 











NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION COMMISSION 95 


Mr. Wirru. No. 


It is under the 1935 act, the Historic Sites Act. 
M1 


'. Eneir. Do not try to confuse me. I have the 1936 act before me. 
Mr. Wirru. There is no advisory commission attached to that at all. 

Mr. Ener. You have the engine and steering gear. 

Mr. Wirrn. And a flat tire, too 

Mr. Savior. I have one question growing out of the answer you 
gave to Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Wirth, there is nothing in this bill that is before this committee 
that says the recreational facilities of the country will be put under 
any one commission ? 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir, there is not. 


Mr. Sartor. Then, at the time that this Commission is established, 
you would be in a position then to present to the Commission the views 
of the National Park Service? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. Recommending what you feel is necessary for the 
national parks—how the National Park Service and the Forest Service 
could work together ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. How the National Park Service and the Forest Service 
and the Bureau of Land Management could utilize the federally owned 
land to the best advantage for recreational purposes ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Savior. And how the three of them could cooperate in any way 
or in all ways with the various States. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. So that the ghost you see under the bed in this bill, 
trying to put it in one agency, does not exist ? 

Mr. Wirri. Iam not seeing any ghost. What ghost are you talking 
about, sir? 

Mr. Sartor. I gathered from your answer to Mr. Abbott that you 
are afraid this will lead to all recreational facilities being put under 
one agency. 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir. He asked me the question whether I thought 
that would be a good policy, and I told him I thought it would not be 
a good policy. He asked me, then, whether I was fearful such a thing 
would come about, and I said I was not, because it did not make sense. 

Is that not correct / 

Mr. Asnorr. My question was whether there should be a directive 
given to the commission to include in its reeommendations the question 
of consolidation, in whole or in part, or whether that should be re- 
served. I then asked if you thought consolidation was possible, and 
I think in your answer you referred to the undesirability. 

Mr. Wirrnt. Yes. sir. But I have no desire to instruct the Com- 
mission on it because I am confident of what they will come out with. 

Mr. Anporr. The fear expressed by one citizen that came in here was 
that a dweller in a metropolitan area would find himself in a reservoir 
adjoining a wildlife refuge, and he would see a forest ranger on @ 
national park horse at a dam constructed by the Corps of Engineers 
for the Bureau of Reclamation, and he would not know whom to 
turn to. ; 

We have a report from the Department of Agriculture dated May 
13 cleared by the Budget Bureau in which the Department of Agri- 
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culture recommends the addition of the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as 
members of the Commission. The report of the Department of the 
Interior is silent on that particular point, and both reports are cleared 
by the Budget Bureau. 

_I think it would be necessary to ascertain whether the administra- 
tion is recommending the inclusion of those people or whether the ad- 
ministration is not recommending their inclusion. Perhaps Mr. Wirth 
can answer the question. Was the Secretary of the Interior recom- 
mended to be included without consultation by Agriculture with In- 
terior / ; 

Mr. Wirru. All I can say on that, I do not know whether he was or 
was not. From our standpoint we did not recommend it. Maybe it 
was, because it never occurred to us, I do not know: but what the stand 
of the administration is, I am not in a position to answer. 

Mr. Assorr. That answers my question. 

Mr. Sartor. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Wirth. 

We have three witnesses left. The first is Mr. James T. McBroom, 
Coordinator of River Basin Studies, Fish and Wildlife Service. 

You may proceed, Mr. McBroom. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES T. McBROOM, COORDINATOR OF RIVER 
BASIN STUDIES, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Mr. McBroom. The bill provides for the establishment of an Out- 
door Recreation Resources Review Commission to conduct a nation- 
wide inventory and to evaluate the outdoor recreation resources and 
opportunities. Further, the Commission would compile data as to 
recreational needs to be required in year 1976 and 2000, and recommend 
policies and programs that should be adopted to meet the recreational 
needs. 

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife endorses the aims of 
the bill, for it believes it is absolutely essential to bring about immedi- 
ate coordinated planning to meet future recreational needs. As the 
population increases (estimated to reach 230 million by 1975) and the 
trend to shorter working hours continues, the people must seek re- 
lease from the complex of modern living. Twenty percent of the 
people of this Nation, 12 years and older, derive recreation from hunt- 
ing and fishing. In 1955, 25 million people participated in this form 
of outdoor recreation and spent 500 million days afield. A projection 
of present trends indicates that fishing alone may be expected to in- 
crease 88 percent in terms of man-days of fishing by 1970. 

In addition to the groups listed above, 66 million people find recrea- 
tion in bird watching, wildlife photography, and other forms of nature 
study associated with our fish and wildlife resources. In 1956 there 
were approximately 7 million visitors to the national wildlife refuges 
engaging in these pastimes as well as fishing, swimming, and pic- 
nicking. { ers 

Coordinated planning is necessary to the preservation of wildlife 
values as now represented in many thousands of acres of public land. 
Some types of recreation are not compatible with wildlife production ; 
for example, camping, boating, and fishing are not compatible with 
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the management of national wildlife refuges for waterfowl produc- 
tion during certain seasons of the year. There are, nevertheless, op- 
portunities during the remainder of the year for recreation on national 
wildlife refuges, and through coordinated planning these properties 
could contribute to some increased recreational use without interfering 
with the primary function—the protection and propagation of wild- 
life resources. 

The Commission proposed to be created will be responsible for seek- 
ing out and putting together all of the information as to needs and 
recreational programs to meet these anticipated needs. The Bureau 
of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife will be glad to cooperate with the 
Commission in carrying out the intent of the bill. 

Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any questions of Mr. McBroom ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. McBroom, for a very concise statement. 

Our next witness is Mr. Fred Packard of the National Parks Asso- 
ciation. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. PACKARD, NATIONAL PARKS 
ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Pacxarp. The National Parks Association is a citizens’ organ- 
ization, independent of the Government, dedicated to promote the 
welfare of the national parks and the maintenance of the high stand- 
ards established for these areas; to develop an informed appreciation 
of their significance to the people of the Nation; and to work toward 
the preservation of natural areas, wildlife resources, and outdoor 
recreational assets so vitally needed by our citizens to enjoy the full- 
ness of life. The association has 10,000 members residing in every 
State and in some foreign countries. 

The benefits the natural outdoors contributes to the health of the 
American people, to their moral and spiritual well-being, are increas- 
ingly recognized as integral factors in the American way of life. Un- 
til recent decades, pursuit of economic returns from natural resources 
dominated national thinking; but toward the turn of the century our 
people had matured to a degree that led to wide appreciation of less 
tangible values, equally essential, and the urgency of their protection. 

During these years, the national park and monument system was 
born and grew. The national forest concept was augmented to pro- 
vide for protection of wilderness areas and for general recreational 
uses. Wildlife refuges were established which not only safeguarded 
wildlife as a recreational resource, but which also are used by people 
for personal recreation. Many other kinds of recreational areas have 
been established under Federal, State, local, and private auspices. 

What has been ‘accomplished has been encouraging, and has been 
the admiration of other nations, many of which have followed 
America’s example. But it is far from adequate to meet the challenge 
and requirements postulated by our spiraling population and in- 
creased leisure that is deluging existing reserved land beyond its 
capacity to serve the need. There is no necessity to dwell on the 
nature of the problem as it now exists or will develop during the next 
decades. It is obvious and urgent. It is essentially true that if our 
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people are to continue to enjoy the healthful benefits of outdoor recrea- 
tion, definite provision must be made at once to allocate the necessary 
additional space. It has been stated we have perhaps 10 years to do 
this; for after that time the desirable areas not protected will be 
covered with houses, factories, and concrete. A thorough survey of 
what remains available must be made now. 

Recognition of the need for such a survey was given more than 20 
years ago, when the advice of the National Park Service was instru- 
mental in securing enactment of the act of June 23, 1936 (49 Stat. 
1894), which authorized and directed the National Perk Service— 
to make a comprehensive study, other than on lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Agriculture, of the public park, parkway, and recreational areas 
of the United States and political subdivisions thereof 
and to seek the cooperation of Federal and States agencies. 

During the late 1930’s, some progress was made, especially in the 
development of recreational demonstration areas, which have since 

everted to the respective States. Additional steps were taken to 
undertake a broad survey, but the war emergency effectively halted 
this effort, except as related to study of areas potentially qualified for 
inclusion within the national park system. After the war, National 
Park Service appropriations were so limited as to make further 
progress almost impracticable. 

The advent of mission 66 has once again provided the National Park 
Service with some funds to continue the survey, and such a study is 
an integral part of mission 66. The Park Service is a key agency in 
the effort, and must play a leading role in it. As far at its funds, 
personnel, and legal authorization ‘permit, the Park Service can and 
will contribute some of the most essential information and advice. 
It should not, in our opinion, either expect or be expected to do the 
whole job. 

For one thing, its authority is restricted. The act of 1936 specfic- 
ally precludes its appllication to Department of Agriculture land. 
Yet the properties under the jurisdiction and influence of the United 
States Forest Service, the Soil Conservation Service, and other agen- 
cies within that Department are as vital to the recreational needs of 
the country as any others. The Forest Service has almost as complex 
a recreational problem as the National Park Service, with additional 
ramifications and personnel generally less experienced in recreational 
planning. The small-watersheds program, if wisely administered, 

can become an important asset to recreation. And the Department 
of Agriculture has a vital role to play in other ways. While the act 
does provide for interagency cooperation, we are inclined to believe 
the position of the agencies of the Department of Agriculture should 
not be considered as ‘having secondary concern in the survey. 

Nor does the act provide for bringing into the survey, as then 
planned, nongovernmental or ganizations and individuals. The interest 
of such groups as the Sierra C ‘Jub, the Wilderness Soc iety, the National] 
Audubon Society, the National Parks Association, the Nature Con- 
servancy, and other national conservation organizations, many local 
and private associations, and private persons, are essential to the 
study. The act emphasizes that areas shall be studied; but it is not 
clear whether this should be interpreted to include such places essential 
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to wildlife as the potholes of the Dakotas or Troy Meadows of New 
Jersey, or Mignus Gorge of Connecticut, which are as important a 
recreational resource in their way as are the national parks—and wild- 
life itself is a recreational resource. 

This subject has —— from the concept of 1936 to a program 
that cannot, in our belief, be handled by a single agency, however 
experienced and however ‘dedic ated. It involves too many considera- 
tions of conern to too many levels of interest. a a commission 
established by Congress can effectively supervise so broad an effort, 
adjust interbureau differences of opinion, approach all parties con- 
cerned, and deal with the high levels of Government that will be in- 
volved. No single agency can provide the necessary manpower, or 
afford the extensive travel that would be required by operating from a 
single administrative unit. We believe every party concerned should 
be able to express its interest and opinions on an equal level, and 
that the reports of their views should be made to a commission estab- 
lished by Congress, as the representative body. 

Further, a recreation- resource inventory is of little value for long- 
range planning if some of the most valu: rble recreational lands are dis- 
posed of before the inventory is complet ted, and thus are committed 
prematurely to incompatible uses which are not the wisest in the long 
run. The 1936 act provides no means of safeguarding, pending in- 
ventory, those special lands whose primary recreational or wilderness 

value has not been officially recognized yet. The present bill can— 
and we think should—be agumented to provide for this very real need. 

In accordance with a resolution adopted by the executive committee 
at its meeting on April 1, 1957, the National Parks Association there- 
fore earnestly endorses the pending legislation, and urges that the pro- 
posed National Recreation Resources Review Commission be estab- 
lished at once, with sufficient powers and funds to achieve its goal in 
the time specified. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you very much, Dr. Packard. Are there ques- 
tions ¢ 

Mr. Asprna. I have no questions. I want to commend the Doctor 
for a very constructive statement. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Stewart M. Brandborg, assistant conserva- 
tion director of the National Wildlife Federation. 








100 NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION COMMISSION 





STATEMENT OF STEWART M. BRANDBORG, ASSISTANT CONSERVA- 
TION DIRECTOR, THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Branprora. I am Stewart M. Brandborg, assistant conservation 
director of the National Wildlife Federation. It is a pleasure to be 
here, on behalf of the nearly 2 million sportsmen and conservationists 
of the National Wildlife Federation, to speak in support of the na- 
tional recreational resources review as provided in H. R. 3592 and 
other bills before this committee. 

I would like to read the resolution passed by represenatives of the 
federation’s State affiliates at its 21st annual meeting here in Wash- 
ington last March 1, 2, and 3. 


Be it resolved, The National Wildlife Federation endorses H. R. 3592, S. 846 
and similar bills proposing a national recreational resources review. We re- 
quest early enactment by the Congress. 

The federation wishes to commend the Izaak Walton League of America for 
its leadership in preparing and presenting this legislation. We also recognize 
the part played by the Sierra Club in developing the concept through its own 
advocacy of a “scenic resources review.” 

In joining in the support of this legislation, however, the federation wishes 
to emphasize that it must not be considered a substitute for action programs 
and special legislation needed now for the protection and preservation of critical 
wetlands, for improvement of recreational facilities and wildlife habitat in the 
national forests, and for protection of wildlife refuges and wilderness areas. 
It must not be used as an excuse for delay of mission 66 in the National Parks 
or Operation Outdoors in the national forests. 

This legislation is offered at a time when we are becoming acutely 
aware of the increasing pressures of spiraling populations on our land 
resource. It is a realistic step in facing up to the critical need for 
effecting some kind of balance between increasing human demands 
upon the land for food, shelter, and the many products required by our 
modern-day living and precious outdoor areas—wildlife refuges, game 
ranges, wilderness areas, forests, parks—that are so essential to our 
health and well being. Experience has shown us that these irreplace- 
able recreational resources can be destroyed in favor of uses of the 
land which cannot be justified in view of man’s long-range interests. 

It is of vital concern then, that we determine where we are going with 
these outdoor values. We must anticipate and be prepared to meet 
the needs of the future, We must lay a plan for long-range develop- 
ment and improvement of our public and privately owned lands that 
will play increasingly important roles in satisfying our basic needs 
for outdoor recreation. Without a recreational resources inventory, 
there can be no pattern for the protection and management of outdoor 
values to assure us that we can save and develop enough of these to 
satisfy future needs. 

I wish to emphasize that the National Wildlife Federation does not 
consider enactment of this legislation, and activation of the recrea- 
tional resource inventories which it would authorize, justification for 
any slow up in pursuing the objectives of other recreational and con- 
servation programs which must have congressional approval and be 
supported with funds appropriated by the Congress. Acquisition 
of wet lands for the purpose of protecting migratory waterfowl, recre- 
ational development of national forests and parks, enactment to sound 
legislation to protect, and provide for the enjoyment of wilderness 
areas for their primary wilderness use, and many other programs, 








NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION COMMISSION 101 


must be advanced as quickly as possible if we are to keep abreast of 
the growing needs for outdoor recreation. 

It would appear also that definite legislative steps will have to be 
taken to protect areas of high recreational, scientific, and esthetic 
value, pendi ng completion of “the Outdoor Recreation Resources Re- 
view Commission. Such measures would prevent the loss of areas of 
high probable value during the period when standards, criteria and 
projection 1s of future needs are being developed as part of this 
inventory 

The National Wildlife Federation endorses this legislation and 
urges the favorable action on it by this committee at the earliest pos- 
sible time. 

Thank you for the privilege of appearing here today. 

In connection with the inventory I just mentioned, I would like to 
read a resolution on wilderness areas adopted by the National Wild- 
life Federation at its meeting last March. 

Mr. Aspinauy. I ask that the resolution be printed in the record 
following the statement and that it not be read here at this time. 

The House is already in session. 

Mr. Branppore. I have given you a copy of the resolution. My 
main point in referring to ‘this, Madam Chairman and members of 
the committee, is to point up the fact that the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration looks at the pending wilderness legislation which will be con- 
sidered in the future by this committee, as a separate legislative objec- 
tive and one which should not be confused with the provisions of the 
measure which you are considering today. 

I think this point was clarified adequately in the course of Mr. 
Zahniser’s references and quotations from Mr. Saylor’s speech of 
April 11, 1957. which was made in Philadelphia. 

In closing, I wish to say thank you once more for the privilege of 
appearing here today. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Brandborg. 

Are there questions ? 

Mr. Jeanddbors, we appreciate your cooperation. 

At this point I wish to compliment, on behalf of the committee, the 
witnesses who have appeared in the past 2 days. They have fully 
cooperated with us in making their oral presentations short, construc- 
tive, and enlightening. We appreciate their compliance with com- 
mittee rules in providing full prepared statements to each member 
prior to giving their oral presentations. 

I am sorry our time was so limited that it was necessary to ask the 
witnesses to keep their oral statements so brief. I believe the request 
was justified, however, since we are running out of time even with 
these brief presentations. 

There were two witnesses who were unable to appear this morning: 

Mr. Kenneth B. Pomeroy, chief forester, American Forestry Asso- 
ciation, Washington, D. C.: Mr. Michael Hudoba, Outdoor Writers 
Association of America, Baltimore, Md. Without objec tion, if they so 
desire, their statements will be placed in the record as 1f they were here. 

The following letter was submitted by Mr. Pomeroy: 
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THE AMERICAN FoRESTRY ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 6, D. 0., February 27, 1957. 
Hon. CLarrn ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Enere: The directors of the American Forestry Association, at their 
February 15, 1957, board meeting, formally expressed themselves in favor of 
H. R. 3594, national outdoor recreation resources review, by Representative 
Clair Engle. 

When hearings are held on this bill, we would be pleased to receive an invita- 
tion to offer testimony. 

Very truly yours, 
KENNETH B. Pomeroy, Chief Forester. 


Mr. Saytor. I was going to move that the statements that have 
been submitted for the record be included. ‘They are short, pertinent, 
and I think that they express succinctly the views of the organiza- 
tions which they represent. 

Mrs. Prost. You have heard the request. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT BY E. A. SEAMAN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, SPORT FISHING INSTITUTE, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is FE. A. Seaman, I am 
executive secretary of the Sport Fishing Institute, located in Washington, D. C. 

The Sport Fishing Institute is a private nonprofit scientific and educational 
fish conservation agency managed by professional fish conservationists. It 
draws its chief financial support from a broad representation of manufacturers 
and other outdoor recreational industries which are dependent, directly or in- 
directly upon the sport fishery resource for their financial solvency. 

We are vitally interested in H. R. 3594. It is our belief that this is a good 
bill, and we favor its passage in this session of Congress. This bill exemplifies 
progressive conservation legislation of a kind that conservationists can readily 
support. 

lt is recognized that other persons will testify before the committee in regard 
to the various outdoor recreation fields. I wish to direct my comments to sport 
fishing only. This field is not by any means a small segment, since it involves 
more than 21 million anglers in America. 

At the outset, we wish to point out that sport fishing often is not grouped 
with broad industrial and municipal “recreational” programs, such as with com- 
petitive sports and games, skiing, camping, hiking, and so forth. We feel that 
recreational programs should tie in this large outdoor phase of recreation sim- 
ply because it is inseparable as far as leisure time recreation is concerned by 
our people in America. 

We would emphasize that sport fishing, according to the Crossley, S-D Sur- 
veys, Inc., report for the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, involved 400 
million man-days of recreation in 1955. The average angler spent $5 per day and 
$92 per year, accumulating a significant annual business generated in America 
of $2 billion. Sport fishing, as an outdoor recreation, is not by any means a 
small business. 

From the sport fishing angle we can say frankly that H. R. 3594 is sound 
legislation. It is sound because it calls for a review of the recreational resources, 
and concerns itself with the future of the utilization of these resources. Con- 
stant spiralling increases in our population will crowd our resources as the de- 
mands for their use is intensified. It is timely for us to review the manage- 
ment, facilities, and present utilization of our sport fishing waters, both fresh 
and marine, so that facts can be made available for wiser future planning needed 
for adequate conservation programs. 

We wish to refer this committee to an article entitled “Fishing for Leisure 
Time Use,” printed in the Congressional Record of July 11, 1956. In this article, 
R. H. Stroud, executive vice president of the Institute, said: “We might as well 
face the prospect now, that, where one out of every four walking Americans now 
fishes for sport, perhaps every other American may do so tomorrow. This could 
mean a three fold increase in fishing pressures in our lifetime.” 

Stroud said further: “Such a growth of angling participation should be ac- 
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tively encouraged. We shouldn’t be so concerned over increasing fishing pressure 
that we strive to suppress it. More than one nation crumbled with the growth 
of leisure time which failed to develop a form of outdoor recreation or some 
other philosophy requiring proper husbandry of its natural resources. It does 
not seem too far fetched to suggest that outdoor recreation such as sport fishing 
may hold our very salvation as a nation.” 

All forms of outdoor recreation, fishing being most widely chosen, is vital 
to our Nation’s health. Increased leisure time which undoubtedly will result 
from shorter workweeks will require additional recreational opportunities suit- 
able to the needs of those seeking more outdoor life in tune with their best pos- 
sible mental and physical health. 

The proposed Review Commission, as set forth in this bill, will provide a real 
service to America’s millions of future fishermen, as well as others participating 
in our great outdoors, who will benefit immeasurably. Too often we have failed 
to take the time to stop and review our resources and apply such gainful knowl- 
edge to proper management of them. It is highly desirable that we take stock 
of our present status and obtain a broad-scope review of not only the resources, 
but facilities, programs (both State and Federal), and project our thinking into 
the future when severe crowding of our fishing waters will be a far greater prob- 
lem than now. 

Mr. Chairman, the Sport Fishing Institute has previously referred to the ex- 
plosive development of outdoor recreation in the form of fishing and hunting in 
the last decade. We expect “atomic” explosions in the recreational field hence- 
forth. It is essential that the Congress support this progressive legislation so 
that a Congressional-Presidential-Bipartisan Resources Review Commission can 
get to work on this most important assignment. 

Thank you. 


STATEMENT BY Dr. SPENCER M. SMITH, JR., SECRETARY OF THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE 
ON NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Chairman, the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources is most appre- 
ciative of the opportunity to appear before this committee in support of H. R. 
3504. 

The overwhelming majority of conservation organizations are indeed cheered 
by the introduction of this measure and the Congress’ attention to it. It 
marks an important recognition of the accelerated demands upon the country’s 
resources for recreational use. 

From the vantage point of my own profession as an economist, I am ever 
struck by the preponderance of testimony that is offered before the Joint Com- 
inittee on the Economic Report as to the explosive nature of our economic ex- 
pansion on practically all fronts. When this information is carefully analyzed 
we are aware that everything in this room, with the exception of the individual 
persons, has been fashioned and created from natural resources. Therefore, the 
accelerated production ou all fronts constitutes an imposing and significant drain 
upon these natural resources. It is to our good fortune and wisdom that many 
of these natural resources are replaceable, and it is to our concern that some 
are not. Despite the warnings of many, some dating well over a half-century 
ago, the public as a whole is still in the process of being alerted to the prob- 
lems of our natural resources meeting a more varied and greater utilization. 
Certainly, in the case of recreation, the awareness has not come to full fruition. 
It is comparatively recently that the expenditures by the public on recreational 
items has increased at an amazing rate. 

There can be little question as to the vigor of the National economy, for de- 
spite the concern of the depression years of the thirties, the war years, the 
threats of inflation, the increased taxes, and our increased population, it still 
remains that each person has more real income after taxes than ever before. 
It is likewise true that the average time of gainful employment, the years of 
work, are less; and the leisure time is greater. 

Som dimensions of the demands upon the recreational resources appear ob- 
vious from the foregoing. The increase in national forest visits is indicative of 
the new demands—having increased from 7 million in 1929 to a little over 50 
million in 1956. This represents an increase of about 660 percent. Equally 
startling are the uses made of our national parks—private, State, and local 
facilities. It would seem to stand unopposed that more people with more money 
per individual, more leisure time, with greater per capita availability of auto- 
mobiles are going to continue to demand greater and greater uses of our recrea- 
tional facilities. 
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The Citizens Committee on Natural Resources is most happy to join with the 
Izaak Walton League and other conservation organizations in expressing our 
appreciation to the Congress and specifically to the authors of the bill for the 
recognition of a most important resources use. We earnestly desire that an in- 
ventory of these resources be accomplished at the earliest possible date. 


STATEMENT BY WILLIAM E, WELSH, SECRETARY, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSO- 
CIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


My name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the National Ree- 
lamation Association, and it is on behalf of that association that I submit this 
statement. 

This association was organized in Salt Lake City in 1932. It has a very active 
membership in each of the 17 Western States which comprise approximately 
60 percent of the area of the United States. Its membership includes public- 
spirited cotizens from every walk of life. However, the greatest single segment 
of our membership comes from representatives of irrigation districts, canal com- 
panies, and other types of farmer-water user organizations representing the irri- 
gation farmers of the West. 

These irrigation farmers have perhaps a greater reason than any other group 
of citizens in America for being vitally concerned with conservation. In the arid 
West, water is vital. In that area, man cannot survive upon water as it is deliv- 
ered to him by nature, which largely comes in the form of snow falling on the 
mountains during the winter months. Water must be conserved so that it will 
be available for the hot, dry summer months. <A well-sustained streamflow 
runoff is essential, not only to the growing of crops, but to life itself. This 
means that there must be a well-planned program of watershed protection on all 
of the watersheds of the streams throughout the West where irrigation farmers 
are dependent upon that stream for their very existence. 

In view of the vital importance of wate: 1n that area, we of the National 
Reclamation Association who are authorized to speak for a very large per- 
eentage of the irrigation farmers of the West, are vitally interested in any ac- 
tivity or the formulation of any policy which might in any way affect or relate 
to the watersheds of the various and numerous rivers of the western part of the 
United States. 

The National Reclamation Association has not attempted to establish a policy 
with regard to recreation. We recognize, however, that one of the greatest 
national assets we have as a recreational area are the mountainous watersheds 
of the West. Therefore, because of the very close relationship that would exist 
between any program looking toward the development of recreational facilities 
of the West and the conservation of the resources of that area we are vitally 
interested. We recognize that the Commission which would be authorized by 
this pending legislation would include in its studies and recommendations the 
general subject of the use and the treatment for western watersheds. For that 
reason we are vitally concerned with the legislation which is before this com- 
mittee, 

We believe, however, that the same treatment which is required to maintain 
adequate and proper watershed protection in the interests of those who are de- 
pendent upon the waters of these watersheds for their livelihood will also 
prove to be the best treatment in the interests of improving recreational areas. 
In other words, a proper and adequate program of watershed protection and 
conservation is in the best interests of all who are concerned with both con- 
servation and recreation. In fact, we wish to emphasize that in our opinion 
we can have true conservation and at the same time continue to enjoy the whole 
use and development of all of the natural resources within the watersheds of our 
western rivers. The objective which I am sure we are all striving to attain is to 
avoid abusive use of our natural resources. 

In that connection we are extremely pleased to note that in the bill, page 8, 
line 8, we find the sentence : “‘The Commission shall recognize that lands, waters, 
forests, range lands, wet lands, wildlife, and such other natural resources that 
serve economic purposes also serve to varying degrees and for varying uses out- 
door recreation purposes, and that sound planning of resource utilization for the 
full future welfare of the Nation must include coordination and integration of all 
such multiple uses.” That is the philosophy which we support with respect to 
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the utilization and development of the natural resources of all of the great water- 
sheds of the West. 

It is also interesting to note that the two men who did more perhaps than 
any others to arouse the interest of the people of the Nation in conservation and 
preservation of our natural resources, former President Theodore Roosevelt and 
former Chief Forester Gifford Pinchot, each supported the same philosophy. 
Both of these men emphasized the importance of recognizing the multiple-use 
theory as applied to our river basin watersheds. Former President Theodore 
Roosevelt in at least six of his annual messages to the Congress dealing with 
natural resources and the conservation and development of those resources 
always mentioned reclamation as a part of that program. 

The watersheds within the boundaries of our great national forests are in 
much better condition from the standpoint of conservation because of the policies 
inaugurated by Gifford Pinchot when he was serving as our first Chief Forester. 
The philosophy of both of these men, as related by Mrs. Gifford Pinchot in a 
statement before a Senate committee a short time ago, was well summarized in the 
following words: “the greatest good, for the greatest number, for the longest 
time.” 

As an indication of the very close relationship which exists between recreation 
on the one hand and the conservation and development of our resources on the 
other hand through reclamation, I am attaching to my statement a tabulation 
showing the number of visitors to reclamation reservoirs during the year 1955. 
These figures become all the more significant when it is realized that these reser- 
voirs are situated in areas that are very sparsely populated. 

We are hopeful, indeed, that the Commission which is authorized to be set up 
under the provisions of this act will include among its members men who realize 
the necessity of continuing to not only conserve but utilize the multiple re- 
sources of our great western watersheds as well as the interests of the hundreds 
of thousands of people living in those areas who are dependent upon the runoff 
of those streams for their very existence. 

We are hopeful, indeed, that the Commission which is authorized to be set 
up under the provisions of this act will include among its members men who 
realize the necessity of continuing to conserve and utilize the multiple resources 
of our great western watersheds. They should also recognize the importance of 
protecting the interests of the hundreds of thousands of people living in those 


areas who are dependent upon the runoff of those streams for their very sub- 
sistence. 
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RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES ENJOYED BY MILLIONS OF AMERICANS 


Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs used for recreational purposes—1955 


State Project Name of lake Acres Visitors 
annually 





Arizona-California | Boulder Canyon. Havasu Lake : 45, 761 171, 233 
Do do Imperial Reservoir 7, 500 62, 000 
Arizona-Nevada do Lake Mead _- 163, 000 | 2, 675, 371 
California Cachuma. -- Caechuma Reservoir 3, 100 250, 000 
Do Central Valley Folsom Reservoir. | 11, 400 400, 000 
Do do | Lake Natoma 510 25, 000 
Do do | Shasta Lake 29, 600 439, 000 
Do Klamath Tule Lake Sump 37, 340 30, 000 
Colorado Big Thompson | Carter Lake 1, 158 25, 000 
Do do | Horsetooth Reservoir 1, 899 10), 009 
Do do | Shadow Mountain Lake_-_- 8, 593 | 156, 208 
Do do Willow Creek Reservoir 303 10, 000 
Do Manecos | Jackson Guich Reservoir 200 10, 000 
Do St. Francis unit | Bonny Reservoir | 2,010 130, 000 
Idaho-____- Boise } Anderson Ranch Reservoir 4,700 | 15, 000 
Do do. | Arrowrock Reservoir 3, 050 15, 000 
Do ; do. | Caseade Reservoir 26, 000 | 10, 000 
Do do | Lake Lowell 9, 800 | 20, 000 
i ae ; | Minidoka | American Falls Reservoir ~~ 56, 500 25, 000 
Do.__- do Island Parks Reservoir | 8,370 35, 000 
Do do | Lake Walcott 11, 850 10, 000 
Kansas Cedar Blvff nnit } Cedar Bly ff Reservoir 6, 869 25, 000 
Montana } Canyon Ferry unit | Canyon Ferry Reservoir - 35, 200 75, 000 
Do | Sun River | Gibson Reservoir 1, 360 | 45, 000 
Nebraska_ - - | Mirage Flats | Box Butte Reservoir. 1, 600 | 16. 000 
Do Frenchman-Cambridge..| Enders Reservoir 1,707 | 35, 600 
Do | do | Harry Stronk Lake-- | 1, 768 | 19, 000 
Do do | Swanson Lake- -- | 4,974 | 38. 100 
Nevada_ |} Newlands | Lahontan Reservoir 10, 000 12 000 
Do do Stillwater Wildlife | 10, 716 
New Mexico__ | Carlsbad Alamogordo Reservoir 5, 200 | 26, 000 
Do Rio Grande | Caballo Reservoir 11, 532 | 15, 000 
Do do | Elephant Butte Reservoit 40, 096 50. 000 
Oklahoma Ww. C. Austin | Lugert-4ltns Reservoir 6, 810 213, 150 
Oregon Deschutes | Crane Prairie Reservoir 4. 000 35 000 
Do Klamath Gerber Reservoir 3, 845 12 000 
Do do | Upper Klamath Lake 90, 080 | 10. 000 
Do Ochoco | Ochoco Reservoir 979 10, 000 
Do | Owyhee Owyhee Reservoir 12, 742 | 10 000 
South Dakota | Belle Fourche Belle Fourche Reservoir. &, 040 12 000 
Do Grand di ion | Shadehill Reservoir 4, R00 100 000 
Texas Balmorhea Lower Parks Reservoir 550 15 000 
Utah Hyrum Hyrum Reservoir 500 25 000 
Do | Moon Lake Moon Lake Reservoir 770 15, 000 
Do Ogden River Pineview Reservoir _- 1,800 200 000 
Do Provo River Deer Creek Reser voir- 2, 900 200 000 
Do Scofield Seofield Reservoir 2, 800 65, 000 
Do Strawberry Valley Strawberry Reservoir. - 8, 500 | 84, 000 
Washington Columbia Basin Equalizing reser voir 27, 000 27, 000 
Do do. Grand Covlee Dam_- 500. C00 
Do do Portholes Reservoir 30, 000 26. 200 
No do F. D. Roosevelt 98, 500 20) 000 
Do do O’Sullivan 550 50 000 
Do Okanogan Coneconnliv Reservoi } 75 55, 000 
Do ; Yakima Tieton Reservoir 2, 530 12, 500 
Wyoming Minidoka Tackson Lake-- 25, 730 909, 990 
Do Boyson unit Bovson Dam __.. 19, 660 45, 000 
Do Kevhole unit Keyhole Reservoir... 9, 418 12, 000 
Do Riverton Ocean Lake 4,000 10, 000 
Do Shoshone Buffalo Bill Reservoir 6, 710 750, 000 


NotTE.—This list limited to lakes visited by 10,000 or more. Tt 
reservoirs not listed 


lere are a great many small reclamation 
STATEMENT OF RALPH LL. TRISKO, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, OuTDOOR RECREA- 
TION INSTITUTE 


The Outdoor Recreation Institution urges the passage of H. R. 3594 as an es- 
sential piece of legislation in the national interest. It embodies all of the requisite 
elements of a first step toward the solution of an impending problem of para- 
mount significance to the future well-being of America. Unless present trends 
with respect to the decline of outdoor recreational resources are arrested an 
hereditary privilege will soon have been irretrievably lost to many Americans. 
The sincere and valuable efforts of the many private and public organizations 
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and institutions devoted to resource conservation cannot be wholly effective until 
the nature and importance of the problem are recognized at the national level. 

This bill is important, not only for the actions it authorizes, but for the funda- 
mental philosophy it expresses and the principles it establishes. Among these 
are the implicit recognition of human recreation as a claimant for the resources 
of the nation, and the object of resource conservation efforts; the recognition 
that recreational resources and demands can and should be evaluated in quantita- 
tive terms in the same manner as economic resources; the recognition of the inter- 
ests and potential contribution of the many segments of our society not usually 
associated with problems of this nature; and recognition of the importance of 
collaboration among the many National, State, and local organizations and 
agencies who do have special competence and responsibility in the field of outdoor 
recreation. 

The sponsors of this legislation have already outlined on the floor of the Senate 
and House of Representatives the general considerations which give rise to its 
need. We endorse their statements. If the importance of outdoor recreation to 
the future well-being of America is conceded, there can be little genuine con- 


troversy over the merits of H. R. 3594 as an essential measure to insure that 
future. 





STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Springfield, IU., April 15, 1957. 
CHAIRMAN OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Str: It has been called to the attention of this department that H. R. 
3592, 3593, 3595, 3596, 4819, and 4822, which pertain to the outdoor recreation 
resources review, are scheduled for hearings by your committee on May 13 and 14. 

While the Illinois Department of Conservation will not be represented at the 
hearings, we should like to indicate that we wholeheartedly endorse this leg- 
islation. 

Sincerely yours, 


GLEN D. PatMeEnr, Director. 


GAME AND FisH COMMISSION, 
Nashville, Tenn, April 24, 1957. 


MEMORANDUM 


To: All members, United State Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs; 
all members, United States House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

From: Tennessee Game and Fish Commission. 

Subject: Creation of new National Outdoor Recreation Resources Commission. 

The Tennessee State Game and Fish Commission hopes Senate and House Com- 
mittees on Interior and Insular Affairs can report favorably in forthcoming hear- 
ings upon proposed legislation to create a new National Outdoor Recreation Re- 
sources Review Commission, as outlined in S. 846 and H. R. 3592, H. R. 3593, H. R. 
3594, H. R. 3595, H. R. 3596, H. R. 4819, and H. R. 4822. 

With an expanding population enjoying more leisure time, improved modes 
of transportation, and higher standards of living, the use of outdoor recreational 
areas is growing day by day. Because of inroads made upon rural areas by an 
expanding population requiring more space for residential areas, airports, super- 
highways, industrial locations, etc., the wisest possible use must be made of poten- 
tial and existing recreational areas. 

The foregoing is a brief outline of a situation, with attendant problems, which 
requires review and coordination in a manner as proposed by the aforementioned 
acts. 

If such a Review Commission is established, the Tennessee Game and Fish 
Commission pledges in advance its cooperation to the fullest possible extent. 


ALBERT E. Hyver, Director. 











108 NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION COMMISSION 


AMERICAN NATURE ASSOCIATION, 


Washington, D. C., April 30, 1957. 
Hon. GRACIE Prost, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Commitiee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Prost: Thank you for yours of April 29 with respect to 
H. R. 3594 and related bills, concerned with the established of a National Outdoor 
Recreation Resources Review Commission to study the outdoor recreation re- 
sources of the public lands and other lands and water areas of the United States, 
and for other purposes. 

We are, indeed, very much interested in this legislation, in the support of 
which we join with many other conservation organizations. It is our conviction 
that an up-to-date and comprehensive and accurate knowledge of every phase 
of our recreation resource is essential, in the light of steadily increasing popula- 
tion demands and more and more emphasis on leisure time for recreation. It is 
our conviction that a great deal of the necessary information with respect to 
recreational resources has already been assembled by various agencies, such as 
the National Park Service, the United States Forest Service, many State park 
and forest agencies, and a good many private agencies in the outdoor field. 
However, we feel that it is important to establish some Federal agency that can 
bring together all of this information and organize and analyze it. 

I am sure that whatever I might have to say before the committee would 
merely be a repetition of that presented by my colleagues in the conservation 
field, so I do not feel it necessary to trespass upon the time of the committee in 
this regard. Also, my schedule calls for my absence from Washington on May 
14. If, therefore, this letter may be considered for the record as expressing our 
sentiment, I would deeply appreciate it. 

Sincerely yours, 
RicHARD W. WEstwoop, Presideni. 


Tu CONSERVATION FOUNDATION, 
New York, N. Y., May 1, 1957. 
Hon. GRACIE PFost, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Miss Prost: Thank you for your letter of April 29 about the subcom- 
mittee hearings on H. R. 3594, for the establishment of a National Outdoor 
Recreation Resources Review Commission. 

Our organization does not take part in active campaigns for or against par- 
ticular legislation, but we shall be glad to have you record us, if you so wish, as 
believing that the increasing pressures for recreational opportunity make it de- 
sirable to inventory recreational resources at Federal, State, and local levels at 
the earliest possible time, and that prompt action at all levels is desirable to 
make such resources available to the people before it is too late. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Samvuet H. Orpway, Jr., 
Executive Vice President. 


NATIONAL CAMPERS & HIKERS ASSOCIATION, 


Newark, N.J., May 3, 1957. 
Congresswoman GRACIE PFOSsT, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE Prost: Thank you for your letter of April 29 and for 
your kind invitation to permit National Campers and Hikers Association to 
present a statement on H. R. 3594 and other related bills, for the establishment 
of a National Outdoor Recreation Recourses Review Commission to study the 
outdood recreation resources of the public lands and other land and water areas 
of the United States, and for other purposes. 
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We will be unable to appear in person when your committee holds hearings 
on these bills, and would like to have the following read into the record of these 
hearings: 

Our organization, the National Campers and Hikers Association, feels these 
bills should be passed and become a reality. The importance of the establish- 
ment of this Commission is pointed up by the tremendous growth of the recrea- 
tional outdoor activities. As evidence, may be bring to your attention the Gov- 
ernment’s Mission 66 and Operation Outdoors, which were intended to provide 
for the next 10- and 5-year period. 

While these programs are only in their infancy, they have already proven 
inadequate, and will have to be revised to accommodate the millions of users of 
our parks and forests. The States also have had, in some cases, a 250 percent 
increase in the use of their present camping facilities. This trend is found to be 
true in most of the 48 States. 

The evidence is before you, and we hope this Commission will come into being 
to insure the proper planning in the use of our resources. We are naturally 
most interested in camping, but, of course, this is so closely related to all outdoor 
activity that we cannot separate them. As for our association, we would like 
to see planning by States carried one step further and scenic roadside areas 
be established in every State for the traveler, where he may, if he wishes, spend 
a night. 

If the trend for outdoor recreation continues at the present rate, the establish- 
ment of the Commission is a must. We cannot afford haphazard planning in 
anything so vital to our Nation’s recreation. 

Respectfully, 
STANLEY E. LITT Le, 
Executive Director. 





STATE OF WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF GAME, 


Seattle, Wash., May 3, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 


Chairman, House of Representatives, 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. Encte: May I advise you on behalf of the Washington State Game 
Commission, the Washington State Department of Game, and the several hundred 
thousand people who engage in fishing and hunting in the State of Washington, 
that we heartily endorse and urge your favorable consideration of Senate bill 
846, which provides for the creation of a commission to review outdoor recrea- 
tion resources. 

It is our belief that a re-enactment of this legislation would be in the interest 
of, not only the several million people in the United States who enjoy this type 
of outdoor recreation, but a reality of every citizen of the United States who 
has a real interest in these resources. 

Very truly yours, 


JOHN A. Bices, Director of Game. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House Office 
Building, Washington D. C. 


Dear Mr. ENGLE: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States believes 
that H. R. 3592 would involve an unnecessary duplication of governmental func- 
tions and expense and therefore is not necessary. 

This bill would establish a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission to study and inventory the outdoor recreation resources and op- 
portunities of the public lands and other land and water areas of the United 
States. 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States recognizes the importance of 
the recreational use of rural lands and the need for making long-range plans for 
the development and maintenance of recreational facilities. 
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But Congress has already delegated to the Secretary of the Interior the au- 
thority to make just such a study and inventory in the Park, Parkway, and 
Recreational Area Act of 1936 (49 Stat. 1894). The National Park Service made 
a preliminary study and report in 1941 and has inaugurated a new study and 
inventory under the mission 66 program. The Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the Forest Service (under instructions from Secretary of Agriculture Benson) 
are cooperating in this work. 

The National Chamber, therefore, recommends that your committee do not 
approve H. R. 3592. 

I would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of the record of 
the hearing on H. R. 3592. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MIEs. 


STATE OF UTAH, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, May 9, 1957. 
Hon, WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: Please be advised that a special committee representing the agencies 
of the State of Utah concerned with land, water, forests and outdoor recreation, 
met at the State Capitol in Salt Lake City on May 7, 1957, and discussed the 
proposed Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Act. 

The committee recognizes the need for sound planning in the development 
of our natural resources. 

The State of Utah, with its vast areas of great scenic values, would gain much 
from a study of future needs and potentials. 

It is recommended that the legislation recognize the desirability of a well 
balanced, multiple use of our public lands. 

It is urged that the legislation be carefully studied to assure that the West- 
ern States will be well represented on the Commission by men qualified in the 
fields of land management and outdoor recreation. 

We urge the passage of the “Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Act,” 
and offer the above recommendations to preserve what we think to be the desira- 
ble purpose of this legislation. 

Respectfully yours, 

Jay R. Bingham, director, Utah Water and Power Board; Thomas 
W. Jensen, Secretary-Manager, Utah Water Users Association ; 
Lee E. Young, Director, Utah State Land Board; A. G. Nord, 
Commissioner, Utah State Land Board; Wayne D. Criddle, Utah 
State Engineer; L. H. Olander, President, Utah Wildlife Federa- 
tion; J. Perry Egan, Director, Utah State Department of Fish 
and Game; Jay Udy, Federal Aid Coordinator, Utah State De- 
partment of Fish and Game; Alden K. Barton, Commissioner, 
Utah State Department of Agriculture; William J. Hart, Deputy 
State Forester, Utah State Board of Forestry and Fire Control. 


STATE OF COLORADO, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND F'IsH, 
May 10, 1957. 
Hon. GRACIE PFOST, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR MapdaM: The Colorado Game and Fish Department is very interested in 
H. R. 3594 and related bills concerning the establishment of a National Outdoor 
Recreation Resources Review Commission. 

We are hopeful that the Congress of the United States will favorably con- 
sider this legislation which is designed to conserve our Nation’s natural resources 
and to see that all fishing, hunting and other outdoor recreation is given con- 
sideration in the resource development programs of the States and of the Nation. 

Unfortunately, we will not be able to make a personal appearance before your 
committee to testify on the bill, but we would like to be afforded the opportunity 
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of having this indorsement recorded in the minutes of the hearing before your 
subcommittee. 


Very truly yours, 
THomas L. KimBatt, Director. 


FEDERATION OF WESTERN OUTDOOR CLUBS, 
Eugene, Oreg., May 10, 1957. 
Hon. GRACIE PFosT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mrs. Prost. In response to your notice of the hearing, May 13 and 14 
before your committee on H. R. 3594, and related bills, for the establishment of 
a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission to study the out- 
door recreation resources of the public lands and other land and water areas of 
the United States, and for other purposes, the Federation of Western Outdoor 
Clubs asks that its support of this legislation be recorded. 

Mr. David Brower, executive director of the Sierra Club, who is representing 
that organization at the hearing, will also speak for the Federation of Western 
Outdoor Clubs, and it is appropriate here to say that at its last annual meeting. 


September 1, 2 and 3, 1956, the federation passed by unanimous vote the follow- 
ing resolutions: 


“RESOLUTION NO, 2—SCENIC RESOURCES REVIEW 


“1. The national need for scenic resources—parks, wilderness, wildlife, and 
related outdoor recreation—is increasing apace with the need for commodity 
resources as a direct result of the increase in population, leisure time, and ease 
of access. 

“2. Plans for development of commodity resources such as timber, minerals, 
and water, are well advanced on a long-range basis, and irrevocable land-use 
decisions are now being made for these resources which look ahead 50 to 100 
years. 

“3. The scenic resource needs are not being similarly planned for on a long- 
range basis. The National Park Service has, as of Mission 66, cooperated with 
local, State, and Federal agencies in the study and planning of recreational de- 
velopment which will have lasting results in lessening the recreational load on 
National Parks and in drawing many people to less well known but equally 
enjoyable recreation areas ; it is therefore 

“Resolved, That the Federation: 

“1. Commends the National Park Service for its cooperation with other agencies 
in local and regional recreational planning, and urges congressional support for 
continuing this cooperative program. 

“2. Urges the immediate initiation of a broad scenic resources review, to be 
undertaken by the National Park Service, United States Forest Service and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service and cooperating agencies and organizations to deter- 
mine as accurately as possible the Nation’s scenic resources needs by the year 
2000. 

“3. That a preliminary review be made on a crash-program basis so that esti- 
mates of scenic-resource needs can be placed on a footing comparable with com- 
modity-need estimates already available.” 

Perhaps it may be added that the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs is com- 
prised of some 30 organizations with an aggregate of approximately 25,000 mem- 
bers in the region west of the Rocky Mountains. Its members are interested in a 
great variety of outdoor recreational activities which take them into the forests 
and mountains of this region. They have always been interested in the proper 
protection and conservation of our scenic and outdoor recreational resources, 
They have recently become deeply concerned with this problem as they have seen 
these resources diminish at the same time that the need for such resources is 
rapidly increasing. They believe strongly that such action as is proposed is 
urgently needed. 

Sincerely, 


Kart W. ONTHANK, President. 
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CHARLESTON, W. VaA., May 13, 1957. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


I strongly favor creation of National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission. 
Ceci. H. UNDERWOOD, 
Governor of West Virginia. 


AMERICAN WHITE WATER AFFILIATION, 
New York, N. Y., May 14, 1957. 
Re H. R. 3592, 3593, 3594, 3595, 3596 ; 4819, 4822 
Hon. CLAtr ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Sire: I am informed that your committee is now holding hearings on a 
number of bills relating to the creation of a National Outdoor Recreation Re- 
sources Review Commission. I am not familiar with the diverse bills pending in 
the House, but I have just given a careful reading to the text of S. 846, introduced 
by Senator Anderson, and I wish to express the wholehearted support of the 
American White Water Affiliation for this proposal. 

With the increasing complexity and pressures of modern “civilized” life, there is 
an ever greater need for our people to get out in the quiet woodland and wilder- 
ness area to recover their emotional equilibrium and release the accumulated 
nervous tensions. There, however, we collide with competitive commercial and 
industrial interests, who want to destroy our remaining outdoor areas for private 
exploitation and profit: Lumber corporations who want to slice up our wilder- 
ness for profitable timber, stockmen who want to graze it to death in a few years 
{then what?), power combines (based in Maine) who seek only to build (in- 
adequate) dams for profitable power, Army engineers who see a beautiful river 
valley only as a challenge to mess it up with flood-control dams, and certainly not 
least, the Army itself with its destructive weapons-testing ranges. 

It is easy to assess the monetary value of such “improvements” and the 
“profits” therefrom, but who can measure the dollars-and-cents value of the 
spiritual and emotional regeneration of a weekend, or a vacation, spent in quiet 
woodlands or wilderness, away from the whine and turbulence of “civilization”? 
Or the cost of wasted human resources and productiveness lost through mental 
disorder for lack of such release? (Just last night I read that the United States 
has the highest insanity rate in the world.) 

I reeall your article in the National Parks magazine last year, and I know 
you are well aware of the problem and of the need for a thoroughgoing study of 
our present and future outdoor recreational needs. I am sure we can count on 
you to push this legislation through to enactment with all possible speed. 

Respectfully yours, 
D. K. BRADLEY, 
Chairman, AWWA Conservation Committee. 


(For your information, the AWWA is an affiliation of river cruising groups 
from coast to coast, and of canoeing sections of larger outdoor organizations 
such as the Appalachian Mountain Club, Prairie Club, Sierra Club, as well as 
many hundreds of individual canoeists, kayakers and others who cruise our 
wilderness waterways.) 


Mrs. Prost. The statements presented by Congressman Saylor 
largely favor the legislation under consideration. We have one from 
the chamber of commerce and one from the Conservation Foundation, 
Research and Education, which qualify their approval of the measure. 

If there is no further request for time—and there is no time—the 
committee stands adjourned. 

(Thereupon, the committee adjourned at 12: 06 p. m.) 


x 








